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Broadband PCS and certain SMR providers to compls with our basic 91 | and E91 | requirements. while it
excluded Air-To-Ground (Pan 22, Subpan M} and Public Coast Stations (Pan 80. Subpart J) providers. in
part because their customers would not expect to access 91 | services in the event of an emergency. The
Commission noted that users of Air-To-Ground and Public Coast service providers likely would seek
emergency service using established radio communications channels.

14. We note we have required access (o emergency senices for TTY devices iii the context of the
requirements of Title 1l of the Americans with Disabilitics Act and Section 253 ofthe
Telecommunications Act of 1996.° TTY. which enables persons  itli speech and hearing disabilities to
communicate with others. however. fits the general criteria n that it is a voice equivalent. M e seeh
comment 0N how the various services discussed herein relate to the provision of access to emergency
services for persons with disabilities.

15 We also ask commenters, as they address the various seryices. 10 consider ai part of their
analvsis the abilines of PSAPs to handle call, and intormation related 1o those services. Some ol these
services may raise new technical and other nuplementation 1ssues

B. Individual Voice Services and Devices

16. In this section. we seek more specific comment on whether particular voice services and
devices should be required to comply with our basic or enhaiiced 9 || rules. Recogmzing that our E911
rules were based on CMRS architecture. we also seeh comment on possible mechanisms other than those
of our specific mobile wireless E91 I rules to provide consumers with access to emurgency services. We
note. for example. that different accuracy requirements may be needed depending on the type of service.
Commenters are reminded that in analyzing whether a particular service should be required to provide
access to 91 | services, we ask that they consider. at a minimum. the general criter'a that we set out
above.""

1. Mobile Satellite Service (MSS)

17. Introduction. We first seeh comment on 9 I | services in connection with MSS systems. As
noted above. the issue o f MSS emergency call procedures has been under constderation in a inumber of
proceedings. and. although the Commission has refrained trom requiring MSS to comply with any 911
requirements. the record developed in these proceedings provides the basis for the proposals and detailed
questions that follow. We first propose that all MSS licensees providing real-time. two-way. switched
voice service that is interconnected with the public switched network establish national call centers to
which all subscriber emergency calls are routed. Call center personnel would then determine the nature
of the emergency and forward the call to an appropriate PSAP. We also seek to develop further the
record on implenientation of enhanced 91 I lor satellite carriers in order to determine whether and when
such service can reasonably be implemented.

18 Legal Awthority. In other sections of this item. we seek comment on the Commission's
peneral authority to impose 911 and E911 requirements on non-traditional classes of providers. As
demonstrated in the above. the Commission has determined previously that M55 js subject to 91 |
requirements. but has not imposed such requirements for other policy reasons. When the Commission
adopted the E91 I rules in 1996. it observed that “adding specific regulatory requirements to [the Mobile
Satellite Service] may impede the development oftlie senice in wayvs that might reduce its ability to meet

" See £911 First Report and Order. 11 FCC Red et 18699-703 paras. 47-53

™ See supra paras. 12-11.
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public safer) needs.”™ Still, the Commission has stated that ""the public interest is likely to require that all
CMRS real time two-way voice communications services provide reasonable and effective access to
emergency services. [and] we expect thai CMR S voice MSS will eventually provide appropriate access to
emergency services, either voluntarily or pursuantto Commission's rules."” ™ Although we believe that
we do not need to revisit the issue of the Commission’s authorit! to require satellite carrier compliance
with 91| requirements, we invite comment on the matter in light otthe general ¢riteria for basic and
enhanced 91 I Compliance proposed above.’

(i} Call Centers

19. Background. We seek comment on the use of call centers as a method tor providing basic
911 service while we further develop the record on E91 | implementation for satellite systems. We
required covered terrestrial wireless carriers tu provide basic 91 1 as a prelinnary step before
implementing E91 1" "Basic 911 service” is the automatic transmission of all wireless 911 calli. without
respect to call validation processes. 10 a PSAP. ur where nu PSAP hits been desiznated. 10 a statewide
default answering point or appropriate local emeryency authorit! ™ As the Internattonal Burcau observed
in the Sarelfite EYLL Public Norfce. cellular carrters interconnect witli local wirel'ne carriers at many
points throughout their service areas. enabling them 10 make use of existing facilities to route 91| calls
directly to appropriate local PSAPs in the areas where the calls are placed.”™ By centrast. satellite systems
liave only a small number of(orjust one) public switched network interconrneciion points in the United
States and do not interconnect directly with most local wirelime carriers. 1CQ Senices Limited and
Inmarsat noted that this lack ofinterconnection points makes even basic 911 service difficult for satellite
carriers."”

20. Recognizingthat MSS licensees face some unique infrastructure cons'derations (relative to
wireless and wireline carriers), the International Bureau also asked whether it would be possible for MSS
operators to route emergency calls to central emergency-call bureau operators. wno could redirect the
calls to the appropriate PSAP inthe caller's area."” A number of commenters express support for this
concept, including satellite licensees and public safety organizations.” Inmarsat. on the other hand.

“EYII First Report and Order at para. 83 (notiny the expectation that "CMRS voice MSS will eventually be
required io provide appropriate access to emergenc! services”) Sec uise Wireless EY11 First Recon Order. 12 FCC

Rcd 12665 ar paras. 87-88.
* Wireless £911First Recon Order. 12 FCC Red 22665 at para. 88

’" See supra paras. 12-14

*¥ See @7/ First Reporr and Grder. || FCC Red 18676 ai para. 29-46: Hireless E911First Recon Order, 12 FCC
Red 22665 at paras.25-41; 47 C F.R. § 20.18(b)

¥ See 47CF.R §20.18(b).
¥ Satellite YT Public Neotice at 3

M Inmarsat Sarelfite 911 Public Notice comments at 4 (arguingthat hasic 91 | should not be required for MSS due to
the small number of interconnection points): ICO Satellire Y11 Publi: Nonce comments at n. 3.

N Satellice 917 Public Notice at 3, 3

" See. ¢.g.. ICO Sarellite 911 Public Notice reply at 6-7 (observing that several MSS carriers already use their own
form of a call center, and suggesting that call centers might be a good interimsolution for the MSS industry. until
global standards are achieved). NTIA Sarellite 911 Public Notice reply at 5-6 (suggesting thar the Commission
invesrigate the utility of requiring call centers for first reneration MSS systems. due to the potential high cost of
enhanced 911): APCO Sareflite 911 Public Notice comments ai 2 (sugzesting using live operators as aN jnterim
measure (even though the organization prefers automatic location information). but pointing out thai “"callers may
not be able to describe their precise location. especialls io a 'narional' operaior unfamiliar with the area in
question™).
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disnmisses as prohibitively expensive the Commission's suggestion that a national PSAP database could
correlate a caller's location with the nearest PSAP. since an MSS system would need to have ALI (which
Inmarsat currently does not have)." Using operators instead of a PSAP database poses the same problem
for Inmarsat because doing so still requires caller locauon information." Other satellite licensees.
however, already provide emergency calling services to their subscribers. For example. subscribers of
Mobile Satellite Ventures Subsidiary LLC ("MSV™) can dial 911 on their handsets for emergency
assistance.” Trained operators at the MSV Reston call center request the caller's phone number and
Incation, then cross reference tlie location information with a national PSAP database to determine which
PSAP should be connecied to the caller.""

21.Globalstar customers dial 91| or any of a number of international emergency dial codes (such
as 112) to access emergency assistance (the Emergency Call Assistance Service. or ECAS).™ Dialing any
of these codes connects the caller first 10 a recording and then (within 20 to 40 seconds) to a vendor-
operated call center located in Canada.” Trained operators first ask for the caller's phone number. then
instruct the caller how to use the handser to obtam hissher lautude and longiude coordinates. which tlie
(Gtobalstar svstem can determine (o within 10 kilometers. 90% of the time (sometimes the accurac! may
he higher or lower) * The operator enters the coordinates into a national PSAP database that finds the
most appropriate PSAP based on the caller’s location.”’ Globalstar argues that ECAS. not terrestrial
wireless variety E911, is the more appropriate model for MSS emergency calling, and expresses support
for the routing of emergency satellite calls to central operators.™

22. Discussion. We recognize that satellite carriers face unique technical difficulties (vis a vis
terrestrial carriers) in implementing both basic and enhanced®* 911 features. The inability of satellite
carriers to provide even basic 91 | service at the prescnt time convinces us that emergency call centers
would be an appropriate first step for satellite carriers. Globalstar informed staff that it receives an
average of 12 satellite 911 calls per month.”" We believe that low satellite 91 1 c2lf volume further
justifies a call center requirement. rather than E91 I. at this time. We did not obtair similar data from
MSV. and it appears that other carriers currently do not offer emergency services. However. we suspect
that those MSS systems that offer emergency service likely process a small volume of emerpency calls
because they often have no more than hundreds of thousands of subscribers. For this reason. we believe
that an interim measure is warranted while we develop a mmore thorough (and updated) record on E91 1,
To that end. we propose that all GMPCS licensers providing real-time. Iwo-way. swilched voice service
that is interconnected with the public switched network establish national call centers to which all
subscriber emergency calls are routed. We seek comment on the call center approach as a requirement to
be effective one year after adoption and until E91 1 rules are adopted for all GMPCS systems.

** Inmarsat Sareflive 911 Public Notice comments at

* Inmarsat Sureflite 911 Public Notice cornmenis at 4-5

* Feb 22 Ex Parre Memo at 2.

*' Feh 22 Ex Parre Memo at 2.

* Feb. 22 £x Parre Afemo al 2 see also Globalstar Setellite Y11 Public Norice comments o1 2.

" Feb 22 Ex Parte Memo at 2.

® Feb 22 Ex Parre Memo ar 2; see also Globalsrar Sateilite 911 Pubiic Notice comments i t 20.

Y Feh 22 Ex Parre Afemo at 2.

** Globalstar Sarellire 917 Public Notice comments at 2

** The technical obsracles to provision of enhanced 91 1 are discussed in more detail be'ow in paras. 28-41

“ InJuly 2001. Globalstar achieved a high of 22 satellite 911 calli. Feh 22 Ex Parte Memo at 2.
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23. We envision each carrier having one or more call centers to which 911 emergency calls
would be routed.”® Subscribers (located in the United States. including Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin
Islands) would reach the call center by dialing “9-1-1" on their handsets. This would be consistent with
the 911 Act. which mandates that the Cornmission designate 911 as "the universal emergency telephone
number within the United States for reporting an emergency. . .. Inmarsat points out that its terminals
(approximately 250.000 are currently in use) are incapable of the three digit dialiiig needed to provide 911
service.”” Even if Inmarsat’s mobile terminals in agiven country cannot make short code calls to
emergency services in that country.*® we do not see this as an impediment to using short code dialin: to
access a carrier's own call center. The ability of mobile earth terminals to access call centers by means of
threc digit dialing has been demonstrated by Globalstar and MSV.

24. We find that Globalstar's and MSV's method of having live operators ask the caller for his or
her locatioii aiid callback number (in the event ofa disconnection) is sound inthe context of typical MSS
services already deployed and anticipate that other carriers will follow this model. While we do iiot
believe a rule 1s warranted at this time to mandate call center answerimg protocols aiid procedures. we
invite comment on the matter We find merit in Globalstar's use of a national PSAP dalabase that
operators use to determine which PSAP is nearest to the caller. M e seeh comment on whether there are
any issues concerning the availability or accuracy of PSAP databases. for purposes of MSS call centers.
that warrant Commission attention at this time. For instance. we seeh comment whether guidelines would
be useful in ensuring database accuracy. Globalstar's customers. if calling 911 from locations in the
Caribbean and Mexico. cannot access the ECAS call center: rather. the caller hears a recorded message
saying that the network cannot process the call.® The reason given for this is that Globalstar does not
have a PSAP database for these regions. and therefore would be incapable of connecting a subscriber to a
PSAP.”® The success of an emergency call center is dependent on complete PSAP information and
therefore the Commission believes that carriers. for service within the United States, have an obliyation to
obtain 07rI create a PSAP database that covers the United States. including Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin
Islands.

*> We agree with NSARC that the dialing of 91 | from a satellite handsel should be a two step process {:.¢ . dialing
the access number rhen pressing<send=>) lo minimize false calls that could result from one-touch dialing NSARC

GMPCS NPRM comments at 2. The USCG also expressed concern abotit minimizing hoax calls. USCG GAIPCS
NPRM comments at 6.

P 91 1 Act at Section 3. Seealso 47 U.S.C.§ 251(e)(3): Implementationof 911 Act: The Use ot N 11 Codes and
Other Abbreviated Dialing Arrangements. CC Docket No. 92-103, WT Docket No. 00- [ [Q, Fourth Report and
Order and Third Notice oF Proposed Rulemaking. Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. 15 FCC Red 17,079 (2000)
(implementing this mandate).

*" Inmarsat Ventures plc ex parte at 2. Inmarsal points out that its terminals use the ¢county code 870. riving them
the ability to roam globally without usingany one country’s national numbering scheme. As we undersiand i, a call
10 an Inmarsat terminal. even if located in the caller’s country, 15 nevenheless an intemational call because the 870
access code must be dialed first  Calls made from an Inmarsat terminal must also be preceded by a recognized
country code. thus a 'user cannot dial simply a national number (including short coder lor emergency calls, e €.,
911, 112.999).7 /d at 2.

® Inmarsat Ventures plc ex parre at 2. Inmarsat does say that users of s terminals can access a local PSAP
provided the phone number and country code are known. although we find that dialin; these numbers (even if
known) would be cumbersome in a bona fide emergency.

“ Feb 22 ErParte Memo ai 2
O Feb 22 Ex Paric Meme ai 2.

" Bur see discussion regarding completion of 91 1 calls when no PSAP has been desigra‘ed Dy the state or local
authorities. at para. 25 below Thar sitsation is much different From when a carrier cannor complete a 91 1 call
because of an incomplete PSAP daiabase.
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25. Several commenters have pointed out that MSS callers are likely to he located in remote areas
where no PSAP may be available..' Inthese instances. a database 0f local PSAPs would not provide a
basis for connecting the caller with emergency personnel. We addressed this issue in the context of our
proceeding to implement the 911 Act. where we stated that. in areas where no PSAP has been designated.
carriers still have an obligation not to block 911 cails.” Specifically. by September 11.2002 we required
that. in areas where no PSAP has been designated, carriers must begin delivering 911 calls:

(a) to a statewide established default point: (b) if none exists. to an appropriate local emergency
authority. such as the police or count! sherifl. selected by an authorized State or Local entity.
or, finally. (c) as a matter of last resort aiid to avoid the blocking of 911 calls. . ., to an
appropriate local emergency authorit!. based on the exercise ofthe carrier's reasonable
judgment. following imuation of contact with the State Governor's designated entity under
section 3(b) ofthe 91T Act.”

In taking these measures, we intended to elimmate vr reduce oceurrences ot wir2less “carriers furnishing
intercept messages alerting callers that the emergency call cannot be completed " or is otherwise
blocked.” We believe that satellite carriers should comply with the same requirements. However, we
appreciate that a satellite carrier, having national coverage aiid the responsibility to determine appropriate
emergency personnel for its entire nationwide footprint. may experience more difficuity than a locally-
deployed wireless carrier in determining to which entity to send emergency calls in the absence ofa
PSAP. Thus we seek comment on wheiher GMPCS carriers should have an extended period within
which to comply with this requirement. For esample. ifthe call center requirement becomes effective one
year after adoption. should a licensee be responsible, as of the effective date, Ir delivering 9 11 calls for
all. or only a portion of, areas lacking PSAPs? What would be a reasonable tinie frame for requiring a
satellite carrier to route all 91 I calls from subscribers? The International Bureau has suggested that in
some cases, "'public safety needs may best be met by routing MSS emergency calls to someone other than
a local PSAP, for instance to the Coast Guard.””® NENA agrees that "calls frcm coastal waters' and
certain other waterways might be better routed to the Coast Guard. but stresses that the call, while
originating from water, should still use 9 11 as the dial code."™ We are interestrd in learning if additional
parties support this proposal. We note that vessels at sea already have access i the Global Maritime
Distress and Safety System (‘(GMDSS") for distress and safety needs.”™ and thercfore persons at sea may
not have an expectation of91 1 service with satellite handset phones.

26. We recognize that MSS call centers are not PSAPs themselves. but rather serve as an
intermediary that refers emergenc) calls to PSAPs. Our inquiries regarding rhe intermediary role of
telematics call centers are thus applicable to MSS call centers as well.” As we observe in our discussion

" See APCO GMPCS NPRM comments at 7: NSARC GAPCS NPRAf commentsat 2. LGA. in its GAPCS NPRM
comments at 18. noted that “MSS will provide coverage in areas where 9-1-1 service inay nor exist. . "
Constellationnoted that its MSS system “will cover the entire country. including larze uiipopulated areas where
there may not he a designated agency to respondto emerusency calls.” Constellation GAfPCS NPRAf comments at

13.

" See Fifth Report and Order at para. 13

™ Fifth Report and Order at para. 15

™ Fifih Report and Order at para. 23

" Sateliite £911 Public Noice at 3-4

~ National Emergency Number Association (NENA) Sarteflite 911 Public Notice comments at 3
™ See 47 C_F.R. § 80 Subpart W.

* See, e.g.. paras. 66-69.
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below of telematics. we are concerned about delays that might result when call centers forward calls to
PSAPs® Globalstar indicates that it establishes a conference call link benveeii z 911 caller and a PSAP
without the use of trunks to selective routers.” We seek comment regarding how othsr currently
operating MSS call centers approach this issue. and whether any problems have been encountered.

27. We also seek comment on whether a satellite system’s inherent location determination
capabtlities should he used to obtain a 91 | caller’s location and whether that infrrmation should he
automatically transmitted to the call center. iftechnically feasible. As described above. callers using
Globalstar can use their handsets to determine their approximate coordinates. then read this information to
the emergency operator, who then uses it 10 ascertain the appropriate PSAP. The Iridium system. while
not currently providing emergency call assistance. is capable of determining the location of a caller within
an accuracy of approximately 10 to 20 kilometers.*” Clearly. the availability of latitude and longitude
information can enhance the ability of a call center to match tlie correct PSAP. particularly when callers
are lost or otherwise do not know wnere they are and cannot provide an address. Wc seek comment on
the benefit to be gained in requiring satellite systems that are capable of determining caller locations to
autemalically transmit that informarion to the call center. either as the 91 | number is dialed or shortly
after tlie connection is made to the call center. if additional time is necessary for the handset to see enough
satellites to determine location. Tne Mational Search and Rescue Committee ("NSARC™) acknowledges
that MSS systems do not have the same location precision as terrestrial wireless ones, but is nonetheless
"contident that improvements are forthcoming.”™ and believes that any AL I requirement for MSS systems
should be based on their inherent capabilities.”™ We are interested in learning if other public safety
organizations share NSARC’s view. We recognize that the ability o f satellite communications networks
to determine a caller's precise location is constrained and cannot (with current eqipment) reliably reach
the level of accuracy that the Commission has set for handset and network-based solutions for ferrestrial
wireless.®” However. the public interest mayv best be served by utilizing all resources available in aiding
callers in an emergency. If we were to require carriers b relay automatically avutlable location
information to emergency call centers, we also seek comment on reasonably achievable accuracy
standards we could establish for this location information.

(D) Enhanced 911

28. In this section. we seeh to develop funher the record on implementation o f enhanced 911 for
satellite carriers. The record generated thus far in tlie GMPCS and 2 GHz MSS proceedings illustrates a
fundamental difference of opinion as to whether requiring E91 | lor MSS is appropriate at this time.
Satellite licensees generally oppose adoption of a rule requiring E911 for MSS. zlatining it is premature
and/or not economicall and technically feasible. while public safety entities support E91 |, claiming it is
in the public’s interestt  NTIA argues that E9t | is especially important for MSS terminals for callers

8 See para 69 infra
8 Frh. 22 Ex Parre Memo at 7

% Feb 22 Ex Parie Memo at 3. As abie LEO licensee. Iridium is required to be capable of locating the position of
users of mobile transceivers in an effon to prevent interference with the radio astronomy service. See 47 CF.R. §
23213,

* NSARC GMPCS NPRM comments at 3

™ For network-based technologies, we require Phase 1 location accuracy to be within 100 meters for 67 percent of
calls and 300 meters for 95 percent ofcalls For handsel-basedtechnologies. we require Phase [I location accuracy
io be within 50 meters for 67 percent ofcalls and 130 meters for 95 percent of calls  go¢ 47 C.F.R. § 20.18(h).

** For satellite licensee and manufacturer comment, see., e ¢.. Inmarsat Lrd. GA/PCS APRAf comments at 9-10, SIA

GAPCS NPRM comments at |, Motorola GAfPC'S NPRAS reply at 13, Iridtum LLC GAIPCS NPRAS reply at 13, iCO
Global GMPCS MPRAM comments at 3. TMI GAPUS NPRM rephy at 7-8. Constellation GA/PCS NPRA comments
at 1S. AMSC GMPCS NPRM comments at 16-17. LGA GAMPCS NPRAL reply at 19. Comra' GAPCS NPRM

(continued...)
]")
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located in areas not sewed by terrestrial wireless networks or callers who cannot otherwise identify their
Incation.”™ Licensees. such as Inmarsat. respond that E91 | features are too expensive and technically
difficult to implement, and that the existence of a satellite handset (and the ability to use it anyvwhere) is a
public benefit in and of itself.*’ While the Inmarsat position mayv be valid to a certain extent. we believe
that, ifthe technology and cost permit. consumer expectations and the public interest suppon a
requirement that MSS providr E91 | senices comparable to those of terrestrial wireless. However. the
rccord thus far demonstrates that E91 | requirements for satellite svstems may be premature at thrs time.
panicularly with regard to the gateway architecture of satellite nerworks. In this section we intend to
develop further the record for MSS enhanced 91 | rulessince we anticipate their eventual adoption We
also seeh information regarding whether nerwork technology has improved in any significant way since
comments were last tiled on these issues. We also seeh information relevant ro comparirig the MSS and
terrestrial wireless contexts. including with respect to the two phases in which we required terrestrial
wireless carriers to implement enhanced 91 1-the first phase consisting of Automatic Number Information
{“ANI") and second phase consisting ot Automatic Location ldentification ("ALI™).  These inquiries arc
also relevant to our request for comiment iii paragraph 33 below concerning basic and enhanced 91 |
compliance in the event Satellite carriers are permitted to offer an ancillary terrestrial component to their
satellite service.

(a) Network Design and LEC Interronnrction

29. Background. The Satellite £911 Public Notice sought comment. genecally. on whether there
would be an) need for special regulator) policies with regard to MSS licensee coordination with local
exchange carriers (LECs) and PSAPs.*® In the terrestrial wireless context. the Commission left the
resolution of technical and operational decisions necessary for implementing E91{ to the interested
parties, including wireless and wireline carriers. PSAPS. state and local governments. manufacturers. and
standard-setting groups.89 This approach stemmed from a Commission beliefthat it should determine
only the capabilities that must be achieved. rather than promulgate extensive tecnical standards.”™ We

(...continued From previous page)

comments at |5. Motient Surelfire 911 Puhlic Notice comments at 1. 1CO Sareflite 911 Piihlic Norice comments at 2.
Globalstar Sateflite 911 Public Notice comments generally. The 7 G H- NPRAT record contains similar comments on
this subject. see. e g., Boeing 2 GH= NPRA communts at 19, [CO USA Service Group 2 GHz ¥PRA! comments at
43, Constellation 2 GH> ¥NPRAf comments ai 26. TMI 2 GH:z VPRAf comments at 0. Globalstar. L.P. 2 GH= ¥PRAS
comments at 40, 1CO 2 GH= NPRM comments at 19, 514 2 (“H- YPRM comments at 2. However. satellite licensee
Celsat supponed E911 for 2 GHz MSS (seeCelsat 2 GHz NPR AV comments at 30). and suggested in its reply that
the development 0f E911 rules should he deferred (o a separate proceeding (Celsat 2 GH= NPRM reply a1 27-28).
Celsat did nor file comments in responseto the Sareilite 911 Pubisc Norice  For public safety comment and other
entities supporting satellire E911.see.e.g.. NTIA GMPCS ¥PRA reply at 8. APCO GMPCS A#PRA comments
throughout, NSAKC GMPCS NPRM comments ai 7. USCG GMPCS NPRM comments throughout. NENA GMPCS
NPRAL comments at 2, APCO Sarellite 911 Public Notiee comments at 2. NENA Sarellite Y11 Public Notice
cornmenis ai |. SCC Sacilite 911 Public Norice comments at 2, Washington State Suareflite 911 Public Notice
comments at 2, APCO 2 GH: NPRM comments at 2. Bellsouth 7 GH- NPRAfcomments at 6. NTIA 2 G- YPRAM
cornmenis at 16, and USCG 2 GHz NPRAf comments at 4-3.

* NTIA GMPCS NPRAM reply at 8.

" Inmarsat GAMPCS NPRM reply at 9; see also ORBCOMM GAPCS NPRAS comenis 21 15: Globalstar Suselfite
911 Puhlic Norice comments at 9: Inmarsat Ventures plc ex parte at 2

* Sateflite 911 Public Notice ai 6.

" Sev Wireless £911 First Report and Order. 11 FCC Red at 18712-14: Revision of the Commission's Ryjes to
Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 91 | Emergency Calling Systems, CC Docket NN.94-102, Sccond
Memorandim Opinion ond Order. 1? FCC Red 20850 at para 93 ( 1999) (" Wireless £911 Second Recon Order™).

" The issues rhe Commission left to interested parties to resolve included "'standards necessary to implement and
enable uidespread wireless access to émergency communications and services. the specificaticn 0fa required grade

{(conunued....}
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continue to believe that this approach is preferred. although the W ireless Telecommunications Burrau
recently initiated an inquiry into ongoing E91 I implementation issues concerning LEC and PSAP
readiness.”’ As we observed above in our call center discussion. satellire network architecture. by design.
has few public switched network interconnection points. making the automatic routing of even basic 91 |
calls to PSAPs difficult.

3{}. The record shows that high costs are associated with modifving satellite network
infrastructures to accommodate enhanced emergency call information and route it to appropriate PSAPs.
Some carriers argue that netuorh modifications are necessary to forward ANI and AL data. such as
retrofitting switches throughout the networh and making costly private trunking arrangements between
earth stations and PSAPs.”” 1CO suggests that the retrofit costs could be reduced it {i) a single. central
emergency call service could receive calls for the nation or (i1) each of the 50 states has a single point of
emergency contact.”™ In addition. without a nationaliv-coordinated PSAP program. “MSS operators must
work with tlic PSAPs on a state-by-state. locality-by-lacaliny basis. which uould create enormous

[INTR)

administrative ¢osis. . . .

31. Discussion. We seeh comment uhether E91 | requirements for satellite carriers sliould be
delayed until these network issues are resolved. \We seeh comment on alternative methods of facilitating
LEC interconnection and PSAP routing. For example. call centers might be capable of receiving ANI and
ALl information. which operators could forward. along with the emergency call. to the appropriate PSAP.
While ICO’s proposal for the establishment of national PSAP referral center or central PSAP office for
each ofthe 30 states may resolve coordination issues. we believe that states and localities are best
equipped to design PSAP infrastructure. Inthe terrestrial wireless E91 I proceeding, the Cornmission
recognized that because selective routing of wireless 91 | calls to the appropriate PSAP is complicated by
the fact that the caller is often moving. carriers would need to coordinate with s:ate and local governments
to determine the PSAPs that are appropriate to receive wireless 91 1 calls."” The Commission indicated
that until a state or local governmental entity develops a routing plan for wireless @ 1| calls within its
jurisdiction. covered carriers could comply with tlie E91 I rules by continuing to route 911 calls to the

(. continued from previous page)

ofservice [in 1erms of call blocking probability). the mappmy required to develop the enordinates of latitude and
longitude necessary for location identification. and the exact interface between the several components of the total
network" (i e..signaling and switching capabilities). E9/} First Report and OGrder at para. 75. We note that the
Commission had a fair degree of confidence that the relevant parties would resolve these matters. since many were
pan of. or representedon, a Consensus Agreement on E91 | issucs berween several public safety and wireless
industry entities. The Comniission required the signatories to the Consensus Agreement. PCIA. and the Consumers
First and the Ad Hoc Alliance for Public Access to 91 | {0 submit status reperts to the Commission at regular
intervals. See £2/ ! First Report and Order at pard. 73.

5! See Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Seeks Comment on Report on Technical and Operational Wireless
E91 | Issues, WT Docket No. 02-46. Public Noutice, DA 02-2666 (rel. Oct. 16. 2002},

" 1CO Satetlite 911 Public Notice reply at 3-4. 1CO maintains that if E91 | is adopted. the costs to modify its
handsets and network would be "enormous™ 1CO Satcilite 911 Public Notice comments at 7. See afso discussion of
Globalstar’s need for an American National Standards institute [ISDN User Pan connection to the PSTN in para. 353
infra. Globalsiar says “automatic routing of basic 91 1 calls would be cost prohibitive unless PSAPs themselves are
financially responsible for the distance-sensitive trunk connections between. . . gateways and the many LEC
selective routers narionwide™ and also notes thai due to its few number 0f gateways. PSAPs would need 1
interconnecr not only with LECs. but with interstate and international carriers as well 1o receive 91§ calls.

Globalstar Satefiire 911 Public Notice comments at 23

N ICO Sateltite 911 Public Notice commenrs at 6.
S \CO Sartelfite Y1 Pirblic Nosice commentr at 7

" Wireless E911 First Recon Order at paras.9§-99

14
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PSAPs designated by local authorities to answer wireless 91 | calls.”® We encourage satellite carriers to
confer with state governments regarding their designated wireless PSAPs.

32. We seek further comment on costs to transport enhanced call information. 1CO and
Globalstar note that PSAPs would need to make modifications to their equipment in order to receive E91 |
calldata from a satellite network. and both express uncertainty whether the PSADs have begun making
these modifications.”® We seek comment on this issue. particularly whether a PSAP that is configured to
receive terrestrial wireless E91 1 data can also receive E91 I data from a satellite licensee. or whether
PSAPs would have to make additional modifications. Me seeh additional coiiimeiit on the need (as
Globalstar and ICO assert) for costiy trunk arrangements for transporting enhanced 91 | calls from
satellite gateway stations to PSAPs. As noted above. Globalstar’'s emergency service does iiot use such
trunk when forwarding calls from the call center to PSAPs.”

(b) Provision of Automatic Numbcer Identilication

35. Bacheround. In the Sarcliite E91 Public Nonce. the International Bureau asked whether tlic
Commission should implement AN] tor satellite 911 calli. and ifso what would be ar appropriate
implementation schedule.'™ The International Bureau also asked whether provision of ANI would be
more problematic for MSS providers than for covered wireless providers.'o' Public safety entities such as
the Coast Guard and NENA support AN for satellite carriers. ""* put the limited record on this issue
reflects that the infrastructure 0Fsome currently operational carriers. including AMSC and Indium, is not
capable of receiving and transmitting AN information.'” Globalsrar maintains that its gateway stations
are incapable o f accepting ANI information. and moreover Globalstar is unsute wnether PSAP and LEC

* Wireless €917 First Recon Order at para 99. Seealso 47 C.F.R. § 20.3 (defininga PSAP as a “[p]oint that has
been designated to receive 91 | calls and route them to emergency service personnel).

7 See. ¢.g., Fifth Reporr and Order, 16 FCC Rcd 22264 at para. 27 (addressing the neec for carriers to contact the
entity to be designated by the State's Governor pursuant to secrion 3{b) ofthe 911 Act).

100 Sateliite 941 Public Notice comments at 6-7: Globalstar Satclire 911 Public Notice comments at 17

" Feb 22 Ex Parte Memo at 2. NENA observes thar Globalstar's ability to route 91! calls from its call center to
PSAPs refutes Inmarsat’s argument that MSS systems cannot use existina facilities to route calls 10 PSAPs. NENA
Seatellite VI Public Notice reply at 3.

100

Surellire Y/ | Public Norice at 5

"I We require terrestrial wireless licenseesto provide ANI io PSAPs as Phase | of enhanced 911 service. ANI
consists of the caller's telephone number and the location of the cell site or base station «het veceived the 911 call.
See 47 C.F.R. § 20 [8(d). Inthe satellite contest. we understand that lack ofterrestrial base stations (other than the
small number of gateway stations) limits ANI to the caller's telephone number. Also. v recognize that requiring
satellite carriers to implement AN| prior to ALI{as Section 70 18 requires for covered terrestrial carriers) may be
impractical. because a satellite 911 call cannot be automatically routed to a PSAP with »t first determining a caller's
precise location. See infra para. 83.

" NENA Sareflite 911 Public Notice reply at 2-3: USCG Sarelfire 911 Public Notice commenrs at 6. The Coast
Guard also argues that having the callback number will assist in tracking down hoax callers. Due 1o the costs
involved in investigating calls thai are revealed to be hoaxes (as the Coast Guard has demonsrrated). we are
persuadedthat identification and prosecution of hoar callers provides additional basis for an ANI requirement.

"' In response to the more general inquiries ofthe GAfPCS NPRAL. Mororola observes that “[d]ue to differences in
telephone and radio system dialing protocols. it is not yvet feasible to provide ANI on the Iridium System." Motorola

GMPCS NPRA comments atn.33  AMSC similarly notes that its networh could not (a.of 1999) provide ANI or
ALI. and that reconfiguring the networh would cost approximately hundreds of millions of dollars. AMSC ¢;AtPCS

APRAf comments ar 16-17.
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trunking facilities (includingthose in Canada) can transpon the ANL' Globalstar estimates that the cost

of the necessary equipment to provide ANI {; c..an American National Standards Institute ISDON User
Part connection to the PSM) uould be $1.000.000. exclusive oftrunking costs.'” Globalstar argues that
the cost ofestablishing trunks between its gateways and each PSAP would be prohibitive. and that “given
the low number 0 f91 I calls over [Globalstar's satellite network]. the costs of imposing a 'Phase I [/ e..
Phase las defined in the terrestrial wireless rules] ANI obligation are notjustiﬁed."'m'

34. Discussion. We agree with commenters such as NENA and the Coast Guard that the
availability of the caller's number will serve tlie public interest by enabling PSAPS to reconnect to callers
1n the event o f a disconnection and to track aown hoax callers. Accordingly. we seek funher comment
regarding the feasibility of transmining a caller's phone number to the PSAP. For example. we seek
comment whether satellite network technolog has improved in the time since comments were last tiled.
thus enabling the generation of AN data. Arc Globalstar's concerns regarding | _.F.C and PSAP readiness
well-founded, especially as these emities work to accommodate ALIand ANI from terrestnial wireless
carriers't Do other currently operanional MSS ficensees tace hurdles sunilar to Globalstar’s with regard to
network retrofits? What costs do other carriers anticipate incurring to reprogram current equipment or
acquire new equipment? Could accommodation of ANI be facilnated il imposed on future generanions of
systems currently operating? We wel~ome comment froin all interested parties on these matters.

() Provision of Automatic Locztion Information

33. Background. Inthe Surellire £9/1 Public Notice, the Bureau sought irput on a variety of
issues pertaining to satellite system provision of ALI. In panicular. the Bureait asked if implementation
of handset-based ALI for MSS licensees would bte any more problematic than it has been for terrestrial
wireless carriers.'”’ The Bureau also asked if technologies already developed for terrestrial purposes
would be readily adaptable to MSS, or at least be available at prices Comparable to those charged 1o
terrestrial carriers.'” The Bureau solicited comment 0n the costs associated with implementing handset-
based ALI, both with regard to handsets and anv other related expenses. As an alternative. tlie Bureau
asked whether ALI can be achieved without the need for GPS receivers in handscts. and if so what level
of accuracy could be attained, and at what cost."""

36. We received a range of comments on the feasibility of providing accurate location

inforination for MSS subscribers. Several licensees indicated that theirﬁgmstel]aﬁons are incapable of
ascertaining a caller's position. renderingonly GPS as an ALI solution.”™ Some carriers can and do

'™ Globalstar Sarefliie 9/1 Public Notice comments al |7

" Globalstar Sarellite 911 Public Norice comments at 17-18.

"% Globalstar Surellire 947 Public Nerice comments at 18

"7 Saiellite 911 Public Notice at 5. The terresirial wireless Phase It accuracy standard. for handset-based
technologies are 50 meters for 67 percent ofcalls and |50 meters for 95 percent ofcalls and for network-based
technologies are 100 meters for 67 percent ofcalls and 300 meters for 95 percent ofcall,. Sce 47 C.F.R. § 20.18(h).

"™ Sarethite 911 Public Notice at 5-6.

' Surellire 91 | Public Norice at 6

" See, e g Inmarsat Sarelfite 911 Public Notice cornmenis Ut 3 (Inmarsat’s Use ofa {our (3SO satellite network

"makes it impossible"to provide ALI without including GPS components in the hands1}; \C(} Sarellite 911 Public
Notice comments at 3-9 (ICO's MSS network uses |2 satellites with large spot bearus 12 caver the entire United
States. with all calls routed to a single gateway station 1C(Q) asserts that this architecture makes provision of ALI
too difficult. leaving GPS as the only viable option.). Motient Susellite 911 Public Notice comments a1 3 { Motiem
says thar 115 network consists of five beams. each covering thousands of square mil=s_ but adds that these beams

cannot determine a caller's position with the accurac! requiredb. Section 20.18)

16



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-326

ascertain a caller-s position but the degree of accurac! is not commensurate uith our terrestrial wireless
standards. and they too submit that onlv GPS would meet the terrestrial wireless Phase 1l standards."™
The Coast Guard urgesthe Commission to require an ALI standard for GMPCS that is "at least as
accurate as the 125-meter RMS [root mean square] standard' contained in the then-current terrestrial
wireless rule (the 125- meter RMS standard was later replaced with differing standards for handset-based
and network-based solutions).”™' The Coast Guard says that terrestrial wireless Phase Il-type location
accuracy is "mandatory” because otherwise rescue delays will inevitably occur, and know ledge of the
caller', location will assist in the identificanon and prosecution of hoax callers.?'

37. Public safety advocates generallv believe that GPS components can be integrated into MSS
handsets. but carriers are less optimistic. SCC Corp.recognizes the technical limitations faced by satellite
carriers, and argues that GPS technology “offers an independent and proven means of meeting Phase 1)
location standards. . .."""" Inmarsat and 1CO argue that the use of GPS chipsets adds too much expense
to the cost ol'haiidsets: 1C 0 in particular notes that the per unit cost for tncorporating GPS into one of its
handsets is $30."' With regard to other GPS technical considerations. 1CO comments that GPS hardware
would reduce a handset’s battery life froin 1S0-200 hours to about 20 hours.'"* NT14 points out that
“filters with an extremely steep roll-oft would he required’ for GPS arid MSS components to work
simultaneously. due to band proximit~.'"" Globalstar maintains that its network and GPS transmit/receive
functions cannot operate simultaneously because oF interference 1ssues. "* NTIA observes that
simultaneous operation problems could be m|n|m|zed throuph time-sharing. “e.£., [the] GPS receiver is
turned off while [the] MSS handset is transmitting.’

38. Discussion. While we recognize the value in establishing strict accuracy standards. as the
Coast Guard advocates. we are persuaded based on the existing record that presently ths only way of
achieving such standards is via GPS. In the terrestrial wireless proceedlng we strrssed the importance of
maintaining technical neutrality in the selection of ALI Iechnolocy % and we intend to continue that
policy with satellite systems. Thus we seek comment on whether we should allow ALI to be provided by

"' See Globalstar Sateflire 911 Public Norice comments at 12 (10 kilometer accuracy 90% of rime): Feb 22 Ex

Parte Memo at 3 (Iridium Sarellire can determine the location of a caller with an accuracy of 10 te 20 kilometers).
Orbcomm, a Linle LEO licensee. estimatesthat its svstem can ascertain the location of a stattonary user teriminal
within 10 minutes with 500-meter accuracy 95%. ofthe nime. using calculations based i Doppler variations in the

signals received from irs low-orbir satellites. Additional ume will allow more satellite passes and thus refined
accuracy (approximately 350 merers within 30 minutes) ORBCOMM GAMPCS VPRI comments at [2-15.

"2 USCG GMPCS MPRAM comments at 6-8
115 fd

" SCC Sareliite 911 Public Notice comments at 5-4

'S Inmarsat Sareflite 911 Public Notice commenrs at 3-3. | C 0 Saictlite 911 Public Notice comments at 4-3

MS\CO Satellite 911 Pirblrc Norice comments at 4

"INTIA Satellite 911 Public Notice reply at 10

"% Globalstar Sarefiite 911 Public Notice comiments 19 Globalstar also points out that handsel-based ALI solutions
have network infrastructure consequences, including the need for “a swilch-based networ< component that May nor
be readily interposed on an MSS gateway facility” and pateway upgradesto provide network assistance to the
handset. requiring additional servers (a “significant undertaking™. /d. at £9-20.

" NTIA Sareifite 911 Public Notice reply at 10.

12U

Wireless E911T First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 18714 (emphasizing the intention 1o adopt oeneral criteria
rather than technical standards); Wireless EY 11 First Recon Grder. 12 FCC Red 22645. 2377423 (in setting
deadlines and benchmarks for ALI. Commission pelicy has beento be technologicallv and competitively neutral);
Wireless EY 1| Third Report and Order, 14 FCC Red 17388 ar para. 14, S
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a carrier’s inherent capabilities. or whether we should require all satellite carriers to implement a handset-
based solution that incorporates GPS. Ifwe were to allow licensees to choose their technology. waould the
public interest be served by allowing a refaxed accurac! standard for nenrorl-based solutions (ex..a
theoretically best accuracy of | kilometer. 90 percent of the time'™*)? We seek comment on acceptable
alternative location accuracy standards. Particularly. we are interested in whether carriers that can
pinpoint caller location to within 10 to 20 kilometers (such as Iridium and Globalstar) should he required
to convey those coordinates to a PSAP when connecting 91 | calls. We seek comment on the public
benefit of using existing/inherent satellite location technolog! 1o determine the appropriate PSAP to call
and whether to transmit the caller's coordinates to the PSAP. We also seeh comiaent on whether other
technolog) is available or will be available in the near fuwure that MSS carriers can use to provide similar
or better 4L 1 data as compared to GPS. If relaxed standards are unacceptable. should we delay
implementation ofa GPS solution until costs and engineering issues have been resolved substantiallv, or
would a relaxed standard suffice until such time as issues with a GPS solution are resolved?

39. We understand from the Coast Guard that maccurate coordmates may be of himtted value
when conducting marittme searches. bur we seek comment from other entities whether avatlable location
technology. in concert with information gleaned from callers themselves. dill serves the public interest.
Ifnot. we seek comment on whether isaplementation of w ireless-comparable ALI standards should he
delayed for MSS until economies Of scale exist that bring costa down to levels preportional to those that
wireless carriers have achieved (recognizing that such a delay might add several years ¢ satellite E91 1
becoming effective).

40. We also seek comment on ceitain interference issues. Globalstar maintains that its
transceiver units. ifequipped with GPS functions. cannot transmit and receive at the same time due to
interference issues.”" We recognize this limitation as a valid concern and thus sezk further comments on
ways to mitigate this interference, and also whether this is an issue other MSS opeiators will encounter.
In addition, we seek comment on non-simultaneous use of the transceiver unit fir transmitting and
receivinga CPS signa!.'23 Further, we seek comment on the impact the non-siriultaneous functions
would have on GPS acquisition time (i.¢.. the time interval to synchronize the mobile transceiver with the
(G PS constellation) and position determination of tlie transceiver. We also seck comment on call set-up
time for such non-simultaneous uses. Globalstar notes that a GPS receiver in 2 handset “could take
several minutes to successfully access the GPS satellites to determine its position.” which contrasts with
the “few seconds" needed to establish a Globalstar call.'”* At the time Globalst:r prepared its comments.
we believe Globalstar was correct in its assessment: however. bnced on current GPS technology we
believe this is N0 longer the case. We invite comment on the use of adequate filtering. as suggested by
NTIA. as a way of minimizing interference.”" We believe that proper filtering will address interference
concerns, but we are interested in comment on tlie estimated costs of such a solution.

41. We acknowledge the fact (as 1CO and Inmarsat point out) that incorporating GPS technology
into handsets may alter the weight. size and power consumption ofthe mobile transceiver unit and also

'Y gue Globalstar Sareliite 911 Public Notice comments at 20

¥ Globalstar Sarelifre 911 Public Morice comments a1 19

" NTIA in its comments proposes non-simultancous ute oithe iransceiver unit as a means for avoiding

interference lo the receive GPS signal on an MSS transceiver equipped with GPS receive cupability. NTIA Sateffite
Q11 Public Notice reply ai 10.

"4 Globalstar Sareltite Y1} Public Notice comments at 19

' NTIA Surcliite 911 Puhlic Notice reply at 10 {suggesting thac in order Tor MSS handsets to transmit
simultaneously during GPS operarion. -filters with an extremely steep roll-offwould be required.’ aith impractical
coir. ueight, and power concerns).



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-326

increase the cost per unit. However. based on our understanding of the current trends in technoiogy. in
panicular AL using GPS technology. we believe that the record before us is somewhat stale and that
costs and battery size have come down somewhat. Therefore. we seek updated information on the costs
associated with weight, size and power consumption of these terminals when equipping mobile satellire
transceiver units with GPS technology. We also seek comment on the cost associated with upgrading
current satellite networks to accommodate that transmission 0f GPS data, and the costs associated with
incorporating GPS into the designs of future MSS networks. in particular information pertaining to
routing and processing ofE9!l | calls. We seek input regarding whether advances made thus far in the
provision of E91 | for terrestrial wireless are inany was applicable to satellite networks.

(d) Implementation Schedules

42. Discussion. We believe the rccord would benefit from additional inforination concerning
implementation schedules for satetlite E911 A variery of factors distinzuish satellite E91 ]
implementation from its terrestrial counterpart. First. due tu network arcintecture, an MSS gateway
requires the specific location of the caller first in order to connect the call to a PSAP. Knowledge of the
caller’s specific location constitutes ALI. and without this information a satellite call cannot be routed to a
PSAP. Therefore, unlike terrestrial wireless. where implementation ot AN| preceaed implementation of
ALI. we do not believe that ANI can be implemented prior to ALI for MSS. We seeh comment on
whether. instead of phasing in AN and AL | separately. we should require sat ztlite carriers to provide
ANI and AL simultaneously. If we should proceed with a unified ANIFALI requirement. how soon after
adoption o fthis requirement should currently operational and design-stage carriers become compliant?
Can design-stage MSS systems be re-engineered and compliant with E91 | requirements upon inception
of service? For example, we invite comment concerning the ability of a licensee that has already met its
tirst milestone (e.g.. by entering a non-contingent contract for the manufacture 2f the first satellite in the
system) at the time any E91 I requirements become effective to comply with those requirements. With
respect to currently operational systems. we seek comment whether ANIYALI services should be required
for second or third generation satellite systems. Conversely, if provision of ANI/ALI services demands
modifications in handsets and gateway stations. rather than satellites. we seek ceinment on whether E91 |
is feasible with the current satellite generation. We seek comment on the predicted costs of implementing
ANI/ALI and solicit input on possible subscribership levels that we could set as triggers for compliance
with any such rule.’"* While SCC Corp. asks that the Commission establish firm deployment
schedules."™ we are not prepared to do so without additional intormation.

43. Several satellite carriers have pointed out that they have relatively few customers in
comparison to terrestrial wireless companies. and as a result are unable to distribute the costs of enhanced
911 services as easily to subscribers."" If MSS systems can only recover the costs of enhanced 91 I
services through additional charges to their existing subscribers. they lihely will be forced to increase
their subscriber rates by a substantial amount. Such increased rates may decrease the demand for their
services. which means that fewer potential subscribers will purchase MSS services. whether or not it
offers E91 I features. Therefore. we request comunent on whether an E91 | requtrement should be
triggered only when a licensee has achieved a cerain benchmark in subscribership.

"*® See also supra para. 24
" See SCC Satelie 911 Public Notice ex parie letter (April 10. 2001)

" For example. ICO nored thai (as of 1999). MSS subscribership numbered appro~imatelv 500.000. whereas
uireless subscribership was 44 million when the Commission adopted E91 | rules in 1996 (and bv 1999
subscribership reached approximarely 86 milliony 1CO Sutellite 911 Public Nonice reply ai 6. The Commission has
said rhat "CMRS carriers are nor subject to rate regulation. and mav adjusi iheir rates 1> refleci the cost ofproviding
E91 I services without [Commission]intervention = Hireless £E91 T Second Recon Order, |4 FCC Red 20850 at
para 49 (1999).
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44. Grandfachering. The terrestrial wireless rules provide equipment phase-in schedules for
handset-based location Iechnologies.""‘J Inmarsat argues that in the event that the Commission adopts a
location monitoring requirement for MSS. "these requirements [should] be applicable on a prospective
basis only and that existing terminals he grandfathered against such requirements.""IEO Inmarsat maintains
that even though it intends to incorporate GPS into its next generation of MSS earih stations. it currently
serves approximately 200,000 user terminals worldwide.'”' Do MSS licensees other than Inmarsat have a
significant number of mobile earth terminals that would be costly to retrofit? We are concerned about
this issue as well and seek comment whether pre-existing niobile terminals in use at the time anv E911
rules are adopted and effective should be grandtathered from compliance. In order 1o determine the
impact ot a grandfathering provision. we also seek comment concerning whether satellite licensees expect
significant terminal churn with regard to current customers.?"*

(e) Carriers and Services Required to Offer E911

45, Backeround. In tlic Sarellite Y11 FPublic Noirce. the Bureauaskea 1. 9 11 rules lor satellite
services should he [imited to the same extent the rules are limited for terrestrial wireless carriers (7.¢.. to
carriers that provide real-time. two-way switched voice service that is interconnected :o the PSTN). The
International Bureau also asked whethzr any MSS senices are analogous to the maritime and aeronautical
senices that are exempt from the terrestrial wireless 91 | rules."” The Commission excluded maritime
and aeronautical services from the terrestrial wireless 91! rules. despite their being fwo-was voice
senices, because passengersand crews o f ships at sea rely on Global Maritime Distress and Safer!

System (""GMDSS"") for emergency and disiress. while passengers and crews of airplanes use other
radiocommunication channels for emergency assistance.””

46. The record reflects a range ofpositions concerning carriers that should he subject to 911
requirements. ORBCOMM, alittle LEO licensee, and N TIA argue that E91| requirements should not he
imposed on non-voice MSS systems.” NTIA believes that the 91 | Act requires only "telephony"
services. /.e., "'the transmission Of voice over a communications network," to provide 9 I 1. thereby
excluding non-voice MSS."*® NENA suggests that the 91 | Act requires maritime MSS to provide 911
access. while the Washington State E9 | | Prouram office asserts that a Washington 91 statute makes no
"operational distinctions when mandating enhanced 91!, statewide.. and theretors any telephone system
(including GMPCS) ""must be designed to interface to existing E911 systems .f it is to meet the intent of
[sic] Washington statute.”*:' Boeing argues that nothing in the 9 11 Act’s legislative history indicates that

=47 C.F.R.§ 20.18(g).

% \nmarsat Satellite 911 Public Norrcr comments at 4

! Inmarsat Satelfite 91 | Public Notice comments at 3

32 We note that replacement phones accounted for 23 percent of the terrestrial wireless handsel market in2001. See
“Is Nokia Missing an Important Call? While the No. | Wireless Handset Maker Dawd'es. its Rivals are Rolling Out
Advanced Models in the U.S.," Roger O. Crocket. Busincis Week Oniine (March27,2002)

'Y Sarellive 917 Public Norice at 4 (citing £9/ 1 First Reporr und Order at para. 82)
M E911 First Reporr and Order at para. 82: sev also 47 C.F.R.§ 80. Subpart W.

" ORBCOMM GMPCS NPRM comments at 12; FA ORBCOMM Sureliite 911 Public Notice COMMeNts a; 2;
NTIA Satellite 911 Puhlic Notice reply at | 1-12. See afso NENA Sarellite 911 Public Notice reply at 4 (concurring
with ORBCOMM s position).

PUNTIA Satellire 911 Public Norice rrply at 1112

" NENA Satelfie 911 Public Notice comments at 3 and reply at 4: Washingion State Saseifire 911 Public Notice
commenrs at 1. NENA maintains that although 'Congress ordained the use of these digits [r.e., 911 ] for all wireless

(continued...}
20
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the Congress intended the statute to apply to MSS or aeronautical services,'®

47. Discussion. We tentatively conclude that only GMPCS carriers providing real-time. two-way
switched voice service that is interconnected to the PSTN should he required to piovide E911 services.
This is consistent with our approach to terrestrial wireless services. We also tentatively conclude that
maritime and aeronautical MSS services should be excluded from any 911 requirements. for the same
reasons they are excluded from the terrestrial wireless requirements. While the Commission has found no
public safety need for E91 | on terrestrial two-way. non-voice sery ices."” the Coast Guard argues that any
E91 | requirements "should apply to all two-way voice and data systems which fall under the
classification of GMPCS.™ " Although we are not inclined to extend any satellite 91| requirements to
non-voice systems, we welcome additional comment on the Coast Guard's proposal. ORBCOMM
indicated in 1999 that it "recognizes that some subscribers will want to use their communicators to send
91 I-type messages. and ORBCOMM intends to address the nerds o f these poten.ial users by providing
the appropriate™ PSAP with informacion necessary to respond.” |f ORBCOMM andfor any other non-
voice systems currently provide this sort of emergency service. we seeh conmme.’ regarding 1is
implementation and use.

48. We agree with Globalstar that we must reject Washington State's implication that all GMPCS
providers must provide 911 service to comply with a Washington statute.”** The Commission observed in
the wireless E911 proceeding “that state actions that are incompatible with the policies and rules adopted
in this Order are subject to preemption.”'"' Moreover, the Commission stated that Federal preemption o f
state E911 regulation ""may he necessary @ ensure the achievement of various inszverable. nationwide
aspects of E91 | operations,” including nationwide E91| operational (:ompatib'lit),r.I44 These principles
are as applicable to satellite CMRS as they are to terrestrial CMRS. The only 91 | requirements satellite
carriers must follow are those that the Commission adopts. to the extent it adopts any.

(i) International Issues

49. Background. Rules requiringsatellite carriers to provide emergency call centers and E91 |
services raise international issues. including the use ordifferent emergency ac-ess codes across the
globe'" and differing staadards for the transmission and routing of enhanced call information. Iridium

{ .continuedfroni previous page)
telephone calls originating in the U.S..” the 91 1 Act “tolerates exemnption™ for aeronantical MSS. NENA Sarellite
Y1 1 Public Notice reply at 2-4.

1% Boeing Satellite 911 Public Notice reply at 1-2

19 £911 Firsr Report ond Order at para. 82.

U SCG GMPCS NPRAM comments at 8 The Coast Guard also proposes that store-and-forward systems use the
International Maritime Organization's "Criteria for Use w hen Providing Inmarsat Shore-cased Facilities™ 10 address
the reliability of delivering emergency messages. Se¢e USCG GMPCS NPRM comments at 8-9.

*' ORBCOMM GMPCS NPRM comments at 16

""'Globalstar Sareftite 911 Public Norice reply at 7 {noting that Washington State “seems to imply that its stale law
somehow supersedes the Commission's rules')

" See E911 First Report and Order at paras !04-105
" Sec E911 Firs Rrporr and Order at para. 104

' By way of example. the emergency dial code for manv European countries is 112: Arzentina uses 101 for
ambulance and police and 107 for fire: Brazil uses 192 ior ambulance. 190 for police. and 193 for fire: China uses
120 for ambulance. 110 for pelice. and 119 for fire. Japan uses 119 for ambulance and fire and 110 ior police. See
hitp~/www globaltelecom.org telecom.hem (visired 3/14:02).
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LLC points to the extstence of competing access codes as evidence ofthe need for an international forum
to establish standards to adopting any E911 rules for satelite.”™® A varien of commenters urge that all
international issues be resolved on the international stage. such as through the [nternational
Telecommunication Union-Radiocommunication Bureau (™! [U-R™)."

30. Discussion. When the Commission initially declined to require MSS licensees to comply
with any 911 rules. it identified the need to coordinate with international standards bodies for completion
of international calls as one of the several factors distinguishing MSS froin covered CMKS carriers.'™* In
the Sarellite 911 Public Notice. the International Bureau asked it'the public safety community and MSS
industry participants had done anything 'to continue their efforts to develop ana establish standards [lor
emergency calling] along with the International standards bodies."""" The comments received in response
to this inquiry did not differ substantially from the comments received nearly a vear and half earlier in
response to rhe GMPCS NPRM. In both cases. commenters stress the need to develop standards on the
nternational stage prior to adoption »f anx E911 rules. but do not indicate that any progress had been
made in this regard.’™ We seek comment as 10 whether resolution of mternational standards issues
should inany way further delay adoption af a call center regquhrement or E91 1 rules

51. NTIA suygests that the ITU-R would be an "effective forum”™ for developing global
standards, particularly under the aegis of a new Study Group 8 question developed by the U.S. Coast
Guard. NTIA. and ""MSS participants."""" This question addresses a number 0f issues critical to global
implementation of emergency services, Includingthe preferred capabilities o f MSS systems. preferred
requirements for automatic location determination. aspects of routing MSS emergency calls that must be
compatible with international routing procedure. and the enhanced information to be forwarded with
emergency calls."” NTIA reports that no comments were submitted in the Study Group 8 question during
the study cycle preparing for the 2003 World Radio Conference.'"* We understand that to date no
recommendation has resulted from this question. We agree with NTIA that “teclinical studies that are
performed in response to this question can be used as the basis for developing ITU-R
Recommendations."""" We strongly encourage all licensees. equipment manufacturers, public safety
organizations. and any other interested parties to participate in the discussion of ITU-R Question 227/8.
We are concerned that carriers have often cited the need to develop international standards for emergency
calling as a prelude to rule adoption. but apparently fail to initiate or participate in lhe necessary global

" Iridium LLC GAIPCS NPRM reply at 14

47 See ICO Global GAMPCS NPRM cornmenis at 6-7. SIA GMPCS NPRAf comments and reply at 5: Comsat
GMPCS NPRM comments at 14; USCC GMPCS APRM comments at 9-10: Ministry of Posts and
Telecommunications of Japan GAfPCS NPRAf comments at | (emphasizing that the use cf ALI for emergency
purposes should first be srudied at the ITU-R) Scc edso [CQ Sateliire 911 Public Nurice commenits at 2; NTIA

Satellite 911 Public Notice reply at 8.

148

E91[ First Report and Order at para. 83
" Satellite 911 Public Notice at 7. Citing Wireless E911 Firsi Recon Order at para. 89

" See, E g.. Iridium LLC GMPCS NPRAM reply at |14 1CO Global GA{PCS NPRM comment at 6-7; SIA GMPCS
NPRASreply at 2: Ministry of Posts and Telecommunications of Japan GASPCS NPRM comment at [ Comment in
response to the Suicifite 911 Public Notice on this issue was similar. See, ¢ ¢.. 1CO Sazellie 911 Public Notice
comments at 8: Inmarsat Sateifite 9// Public Notice comments at 2. )

15

"NTIA Sateifite 911 Publtc Notice reply at 8 The queston s identified as ITU-R 277'8. ~Technrcat and
Operational Characteristics of Emergency Communicalions in the Mobile Satellite Service."

BENTIA Sarellie 911 Public Notice reply at 8
"“UNTIA Satcitite 911 Public Notice reply at 9
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NTIA Sareliite 911 Public Notice reply at 8
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discussions

52. We seek comment on issues raised by use of emergency access codes other than 911. We
understand that Globalstar has programmed its handsets to recognize a variety of emergency access codes
(such as Europe's 112}, and connects all such calls to an ECAS operator.”' This suggests that resolution
of at least some standards in the international arena is unnecessary. as a result of software modifications.
While network recognition 0of multiple emergency numbers would facilitate subscriber access to call
centers. we appreciate that inconsistent international standards with regard to ALl and ANI may cause
more significant implementation issues {¢.&.. PSAPs in different nations may use incompatible equipment
tor processing E91 | data). We invite comment on other method, lor promoring satellite service
emergency access without first resolving international standards concerns.

33. We also seek comment on liability 1ssues in connection with recognition of multiple
emereency access codes. Globalstar netes s liabilits concerns stemming from the fundamental
difterences between its global system and localized terrestrial wireless sy stems.”™ The 911 Act reguires
that “9117 serve as the universal emergency telephone number witiun the United States. Wireless carniers
providing 91 1 emergency service are afforded hability protectton to the same evtent as that which
wireline carriers receive on 911 calls."” If a satellite carrier allows subscribers to dial 112 (or any other
emergency code) in the United States in order to place an emergency call. that carrier is arguably in
violation of the 91 I Act and might be excluded from the habilits protection that fhe statute provides {(at
least with regard to emergency calls placed by dialing codes other than 911). Furthermore. unless the
satellite handset iS programmed 1o recognize all international emergency access codes. a probability exists
that a non-U.S. citizen using a handset in the United States may dial his or her nalive emergency code and
will be unable to reach a call center or PSAP because the particular code is not known. We seek
comment concerning whether the capability of satellite systems to recognize a mu't'tude o femergency
dial codes violates provisions ofthe 911 Act. Inthis regard. we ask whether, ifsoitware in a handset
converts any internationally recognized emergency access code into 911" at the moment the call is
initiated, the carrier would preserve its liability protection under the 91| Act because the phone would be
dialing 911 regardless ofthe user's number selection. We seek commeiit concerning possible methods of
protecting satellite carriers from liability in the event that a non-911 code is dialed in an emergency. and
how we could implement them.

34. Inthe Saveliite 911 Public Notice. the International Bureau asked a number of questions
concerning the specific effects. 1f any. that adoption of E91 | rules would have on the inicrnational
compatibility of terminal equipment. We hereby incorporate by reference that section ot the Sutellite 911
Public Notice for the purpose of collecting new information.' "

(iv) Integration of Arcillary Terrestrial Component

53. Discussion. The Commisston initiated IB Docket No. 01-185 1o consider whether to allow
flexibility in the delivery of MSS communications in the 2 GHz. L-band. and Big LEO bands. The
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in that dochet larzels explores issues concerning IMSS licensees'
integration of an ancillary terrestrial component {("ATC™) with their networks ustng assigned MSS
frequencies. We do not intend to pre-judge here any oftlie myriad issues involved with provision of
ATC. We recognize that the issues raised i1 the ATC proceeding could have an effect on satellite

" Feb 22 Ex Parte Memo at 2
HCECh 22 Ex Parte Memo a 3.
7611 Act at Section 4.

18 Satedtite 911 Public Notice ai 7
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carriers' ability to implement both basic and enhanced 911 (e g.. MSS carriers with ATC would likety
have access t0 ground-based interconnection points 11 a manner similar to that of cellular and PCS
licensees. critical to routing 91 I calls to the nearest PSAP). We seek comment on whether
implementation of ATC would affect the Commission-s analysis o f MSS under its proposed general
criteria for compliance with basic and enhanced 911 requirements. For example, ~e seek comment
concerning consumer expectations for Emergency services associated with a satellite service having a
terrestrial component. We seek comment on how the network architecture of an MSS svstem with an
ancillary terrestrial component may change the analysis of MSS deployment of E91 | scrvices consistent
with our rules. We seeh comment generally concerning how any form of ATC would affect
implementation of E?| | for MSS. including technology consideration, and roll-out schedules.

(v) Other Issues

56. Backaround and Discussion  Tlic Swellite 911 Public Notice sought comment on several
additional issues. and we 1ake this opportunity to sech additional comment on then '™ For example.
Globalstar noted that while it roures 91 | callifrom all users — authorized or unauthorized™ 10 s call
center. it cannot route calls from non-initialized phones since they lack “an idenutiable ititel-national
mobile subscriber identity.”'® We invite comment concerning whether other carriers have or would have
similar capabilities and limitations. and whether we should consider treating satellite and terrestrial
wireless carriers differently as aresult."" We also remain interested in consuer expectations concerninp
the emergency call features Of satellite phones.""* We invite comment concerning measures that carriers
may take. such as labeling, to communicate these features to subscribers.'®’ We also invite comment
concerning any other issues that interested parties find relevant to implementation of 91| services for
mobile satellite services.

2. Telematics Service

57. Summary. Currently, there are approximately two and a half miliion vehicles with telematics
systems on the Nation's highways.'®' Trade press reports predict that by 2006. theve will he over 20
million telematics-enabled cars and light truchs in the United States. '** and by 2008. approximately 42
percent of all vehicles sold will have telematics systems. ** In view of the current installed base of
telematics equipment and the expectation lor future crowth. we seek comment generally on the

159 gee Surelliie 511 Public Notice at 6-7.

%0 Globalstar Sareflire 911 Public Norice comments at |3

11 See, e.g., Revision ofthe Commission's Rules to Ensure Compatibility with EnhancedY I 1 Emerzency Calling

Systems; Non-initialized Phones, CC Docket No. 94-102, Report and Order. 17 FCC Red 8481 (2002): Order, DA
(2-2423 (rel. Sept. 30, 2002) (granting a stay of the effective dare of rules adopted intie Report and Order).

192 Goe Satellite 511 Public Notice at 7

Ini

The Coast Guard. for example. supports a labeline requirement for equipmen: tha. cannot be used for emergency
purposes USCG GAPCS NPRM comments at |

'™ Gee P. Hansen, ""Special Report on Telematics Content and Services.™ as reponed in Telematics Update Magazine

(July 15, 2002), hup://www.telematicsupdate.com. visited Nov. 3, 2002. Ex Parte Presentation of ATX

Technologies. Inc. (ATX), WT Docket No. 01-108 (July 9.2002). at p 4 (enclosure of ATX Comments in ET
Docket No 02-135, submitted to Commissionstaff in response to Public Notice of the Spectrum Task Force).

(108

See P Lerous, “Creativity. Reliabilty to Drive Telemarics.” ZDNet (Aug. 70. 2302) _hlIP."zdner.com com/2100-
1007-954488.hum. visited Sepi. 26. 2002

"] Wrolsrad. “1BM Teams with Honda on Telematics.” Wireless NewsFactor (July 19. 2002)
http://wireless.newstactor.com/perl printer' 1879 visited Sepr 26. 2002 (attributing forecast io Phil Magney of
Telematics Kescarch Group).
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Commission’s current regulatory approach to such services and possible future approaches.'’

58. Background. Tefematics can be generally defined as the integrated use of location
technology and wireless communications to enhance the functionality of motor vehicles.'"" Telematics
services provide a number of automotive and mobile applications including safety and concierge services
through integrated vehicle communications and navigation systems that employ Global Positioning
System (GPS) technology to provide directions. to track a vehicle’s location, and to obtain emergency
assistance in the event of an accident.”™ Telematics svstems may include automatic crash notification
(ACN) systems that have the capability to automatically call an emergency services dispatcher for helpin
the event of a car accident.”™"

59. In offering these services. teleinatics providers relv on the service o f mobile wireless
providers by contracting with them for minutes of mobile telephony use. The particular services provided
max vary, depending on the package or level ofservice that the car owner purchases. and may also
include voice CMRS that is resold as an additional or premium service option to the customer.' | A
majority of tetematics service,. mcluding the resold voice service. currently rely on analog cellular
systems deployving the Advanced Mobile Phone Service (AMP S)compatibility stendard. Some digital
systems are beingeither deployed or ”.eveioped.] :

60. Telematics providers may offer their services using original equipment manufacturer (OEM)
equipment embedded in new vehicles. Auro manufacturers may contract with various equipment or
platform vendors in offering telematics services to purchasers. and aftermarket equivment or accessories
are becoming available.'”

'“” We note at the outset that OnStar Corporation (OnStar) recently filed a petition for a ruling that in-vehicle.
embedded telematics devices operating on wireless carrier networks utilizing handset-hased9 11 Phase Il solutions
are not "handsets'" as that term is used in current Commission tules adopted in CC Docket No. 94- 102. See £x Parre
Submission. Inthe Maner of Revision of the Commission's Rules to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 91 |
Emergency Calling Systems. CC Docket No.94-102. from K. Enborg. Vice President and General Counsel. OnStar,
to T. Sugrue, Chief, Wireless Telecommunicalions Bureau. Federal Cornmunicarions Comm.ission {Dec. 3. 2002)
(also petitioning for ruling that those devices are not included in the carrier subscriber base referenced in the orders
in Inar proceeding). Cemment will be seughr on the specitic issue raised in this ex parie petiion 1n a separate Public
Notice in CC Docket No. 94-102 OnStar is a member of the National Emergency Number Association’s (NENA)
Non-Traditional lechnical Committee and rhar committee™s Automatic Crash Notification ( ACN) subcommittee.

't |n the Maner of Year 2000 Biennial Regulatory Review - Amendment of Pan 22 ofthe Commission's Rules lo
Modify or Eliminate Outdated Rules Affecting the Cellular Radioielephone Service and orher Commercial Mobile
Radio Services. WT Docket No. 01-108, Report und rder. FCC 02-229 (rel. Sept. 14,2002) { Bienmial Review
Report and Order), at para. 18, n.56.

' Seventh Wircless Competition Report. ai 13061-62. Se¢ also. Bicnnial Review Repors and Order. at para. 18,
n.36.

""" See Biennial Review Report and Order, at para. 18. n 36.

" See. e.g., OnStar, What 1s OnStar. Services. http. www.onsiar.com/visitors himl/ae features hem. visited Sept.
13,2002.

" EE ,the Ford Vehicle Communications Systems (VCS) requires a service contract with Sprinr PCS. Daimler-
Chrysler 1s developing a telematics offering that is based on WLAN technology that does not require reliance on the
public switched ielephone network (PSTN)

" “Virtual Wave. Airbiquity Ofier Wireless Localion-Based Services.” CTIA Daily N=ws (Sepi. 19, 2002)
(attributing repon to Instant Messaging Planet) ctiadailvnews -647290.31471663 Va@rep'v.waw-com com See
www roadstareps.com.
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61. Provision of Emergency Services through Telematics Services. Telematics senice prowy iders
generally process emergency calls from vehicle occupants in two wavs. First. customers can rnake
emergency calls by pressing a ""hot button™ installed in the vehicle or in the handset associated with the
vehicle’s telematics unit.”" Pressing the "hot button™ is not the same as dialing 91| to make an
emergency call. A telematics-based emergency communication, or "hot button' call. is routed over the
network ofthe underlying carrier to a national call center operated by the telernatics cervice provider. If
available, location data from a satellite-hased GPS capabiliry integrated with the telematics equipment in
the vehicle can be transferred to the call center. where the caller's location can be computed.

62 Inthe event the telematics-based emergency communication 1s disconnected. tlie call center
representative can call back the vehicle to get tnorc information about the emergency. The call center
advisor also can orally relay pertinent emereency information. including location and call-back number.
to a PSAP or other appropriate local emergency authorit). such as a sheriffs office. Further. the call
center also has the capability to contact aiid request the dispatch of emergency assistance from various
emergency authorities.' ”

63. For those telematics customers who also subscribe to a jointly pack: ced mobile voice service.
the customer can choose to dial 911, rither than using tlie teleniatics-based emergency communication
option. The 911 call then is routed over the network of the underlving wireless carrier and is delivered
directly to a PSAP or other appropriate local emergency authority. consistent with current requirements of
Commission rules.'’® The telematics system will not block transmission of the call-back number
information. However, location information on direct-dialed 911 calls is only available if the underlying
wireless carrier employs a network-based ALl system. because the GPS trackinz sed by telematics is a
satellite-based transmission that requires coordinated processing of data between the installed unit. the
GPS satellites, and the telematics call center.

64. Discussion. We begin our inquiry by asking what, ifanything. should he required of
telematics services in light o f their "hot button™ and resold CMRS service capabilities. We then ask what
expectations customers have with regard to emergency services offered through teleniatics systems. We
also ask about current technical issues related to the provision o f emergency seivices through telematics
services. Comtnenters are also asked to add-ess matters associated with Automatic Crash Notification
(ACN). Finally. we seek comment on the Cotntnission's legal authority to address telemarics providers
and equipment manufacturers.

03. Appropriate Model for Access 1o Emergency Services via Telematics Systems and Customer
FExpeciations. In addition to 911 calls placed through ajointly packaged mobile voice service. telematics
services currently provide access to PSAPs through an intermediary: the telematics call-center advisor.
The Commission's rules currently contemplate situations in uhich CMRS customers receive service
through an intermediary. specifically. a dispatcher '~ In light of the specific nature of telematics services

1”4 Older telematics umits place the “het bunon™ feature 1n the wireless handset. Innewer. built-in units. the "hot
bunon* s usually placed in the dashboard or overhead near the rear view mirror inthe vehicle. The "hot button™
typically displays a symbol (e.g., "Red-Cross" shaped character) or letters (¢ g .“SOS™) that siznity rhai the button
is to be pressed in case of emergency. See hitp:/ www.onstar coni visitors’htmi/ag_emersency.fiim:

hip://www lincolnvehicles.com/vehicles/interior asp?sVehi=LS.

' OnStar, Whai 1s OnStar. Services (visited Sept. | 2002)
<htip: “www onstar com/visitors/himl/ao leatures. htm>.

' See 47 C.F.R.§ 20 18(b): 47 C F.R. §§ 64 3001. 64 3002

'"47 C.F.R.$ 20 I8(k) (staling that "a service provider covered by [Section 20.18] who offers dispatch service (o
customers may meer the requirements of this section by either complying with the reguirements set forth in
parazraphs (b) through (e) of this section or by routing the customer's emergency calls throush a dispatcher. |fthe

(continued...)
26
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and the expectations of its purchasers. should some form of this model (i e . emergency servicc throuph an
intermediary accessible through a telematics 'hot button™) be the primary manner in which emergency
senices are offered to users of telematics systems?

66. We note that this approach may well provide cenain benefits to PSAPs by taking advantage
of the ability of such call centers to act as an information filter to address a variety of circumstances and
information needs. For instance. with the capability of call center representatives to call back the vehicle.
call centers may serve as a screen for non-emergency calls. thus alleviating the burdens that PSAPs face
in administratively handling their increasing wireless emergency call volume.'™ This call-back capability
also ailows call centers to screen lor the particular type of emergency faced or type of assistance needed.
Thus. they can aid in determining the appropriate response and emergency services provider to be
deployed. based on the circumstances of each incident.

67. In addition to acting as« filter for non-emergency calls. telematics services also have tlic
patential to offer additional mfermation to PSAPs that would not be available through a “tvpical™ 911
call Forexample, there are programs curtently bemy tested on a regional or local by sis that entail a relay
of the information electronically froin the telematics units to a PSAP and/or emergency service
providers.m These programs depend =31 the capability o fsome call centers to pass the geographic
location information to another message processing unit operated by some emergency authority or
prowder.igo We seek comment on plans for the integration o fthe systems of PSAPSs aiid teleinatics
providers. We seek comment on these and other possible advantages telematics oroviders may provide to
PSAPs.

68. Centain issues do arise, however. using the dispatch model for emergency service access. For
instance, call centers would decide to which PSAP. local emergency authority, or emergency service
provider they route the emergency information. We seek comment on how we m.ght address issues
arising from this role, particularly with regard to relayingor routing information. includingcallback and
location information. We also seek comment on the relationships betweentelematics providers, their call
centers, PSAPs. emergency service providers. and state and local law enforcemen. agencies.

09. Another issue uould be the timeliness of the deliver! of calls to a PSAP or other appropriate

{ ..continued from previous page)

service provider chooses the latter alternative. it must make evers reasonable effon to vxplicitly notify its current
and potential dispatch customers and their users thai they are not able 1o directly reacha PSAP by dialing 911 and
that. in the event of an emergency. the dispatcher should be contacted.") Paragraph (b) covers basic 9 I | Service
requirements; paragraph (c), TTY access 1o 91 I services: paragraph (d) Phase |1 E91 | requ.rements; and paragraph
(e). Phasell E91 I requirements. See47 C.F.R.§ 20.18(b)-{e}.

"8 See CTIA's 1994 Wireless 9-1-) and Distress Calls Statistics: NENA. Statistics for Year Ending Dec 31, 1999.
Repon Card to the Nation (Sept. 11.2001).

' For example. an Integrated 1TS (Intelligent Transportation System) Public Safety System is currently being
deployed in Virginia's Shenandoah Valley that automates and coordinates the interactive responses o f technology

providers, public safety and medicat professionals. emergenc! service personnel. and transportation experts to
vehicle accidents. This system uses an “Intelligent Message Broker” (IMB) ihai integrates geugraphic information
and roures data based on operational rules to which participating agencies have agreed in advance. See John Erich,
EMS Magazine. /aformation Integration Virginia Crash Resposse Svsiem, (visited Sept. 6. 2002)

hop. /fwww.comcare org/research/news/comeare inthenews 020607emsmiagazine.htm (Virginia ITS Public Safety
System).

140

See.e.g | Virginia lITS Public Safety Svstem: Intradu, Ford and the Greaer Harris Couniv, Tevas., 9-1-1
Emergency Network loin Forces. Telematics Update Magazine. Sept 9. 2002 (visited Sept. 9. 702
http./nwwiwielematicesupdate com print asp?/news+31649 (concerning Harris County. Texas ACN ‘telematics
program for police vehicles).
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local emergenc) authority. The delivers of the call-back number to a PSAP max be affected. because
even though the call-back number is displaved on the call center's terminal screen for oral relay. that
number may not be delivered directly to a PSAP. Achieving such capability may not be technically
feasible in terms of modifyving the systems that telematics providers are currenthy deploving. We
therefore seek comment on these aspects regarding the timely provision of emergency services to
telematics users.

70. Another issue of concern isnotice to consumers recarding the manner in which “hot butten™
calls are processed. Section 20.18(k) ofthe Commission's rules currently require that if emergency calls
are routed through a dispatcher, then the system must “make ever! reasonable etfort to explicitly noufy
its . . . customers . . . that they are not able to directly reacha PSAP ...."""" Commenters should address
what may he reasonable notification in the context ofa telematics ""hot button™ call. compared to a 91 |
dialed call. Inthat regard, we invite comment on what approaches would he most usetut for telematics
providers to give notice to their customers through equipment labels. instruction manuals. etc. of any
current limitations of telematics service m directly transnutting emergency intermation to i PSAP'™

71. In light of the above observations and questions. we sech comment un how we might amend
Section 20.18(k) to account for telem~tics sy items.

72. We also seek coimment on implementation 1ssues that mas apply tu the provision of
emergency services information through telematics services. For example. some teiematics providers are.
or will soon be, planning and deploying a transition from an underlying analog-based system to a digital
one.* We seek comment on the impact that this transition might have on the implementation of any
potential requirements or guidelines. We also seek comment on whether the pace of deployment among
PSAPs in requesting E91 I Phase | and Phase Il capability from wireless carriers vsould have any effect on
approaches we might take were we to impose those requirements on telematics providers. Further, we
invite comment on how life cycle development factors for both vehicles and the relematics systems to be
installed may affect any implementation time frames to be considered. Commeaters should address
whether general time frames proposed above should apply or whether we would need to modify them
significantly to account for the lead-in times due to life cycle development.'™

73. Finally, we seeh comment on what. it any. emergency service can be requested from a non-
service initialized telematics device. For vehicle owners who have let their teleniatics subscriptions lapse
or who are driving vehicles with telematics units that have not been activated by the automobile dealer.
will emergency assistance be available over a “hot button™ or through the resold CMRS voice service?

"8 47 C.F.R.§ 20.18{k).

'82 For example. we seek comment on whether there should be abels to indicate thar dialing 91 1 will connect the
caller to a PSAP or other local emeruency authority rather than the telematics provider's cal cenrcr or advisor.

™ See generally, Biennial Review Report and (Order. at paras. 18-20 (discussing the elimination of the analog
cellular compatibility standard in regardto telematics providers and concluding that a five year transition period of
the requirement is sufficient for telematics providersto be able 1o deploy their service offerings on carriers' digital
nenvorks ).

"** For example. the development life ¢ycle for automobiles may be 5-7 years. but for telematics systems that are

integrated, the life cycle planning involved may be 3 lears before the model 1s launched. Such systems may also he
affecred by considerations of potential technological obsolescence. Sec. e.g.. S. Bhagavatula. "The Bigger Picture -
How Important Is Telematics for Moving ihe Auto Industry as a Whole.” Telematics Systems 2002. Gothenbura
Sweden. TelematicsUpdate Magazine. www (elemulicsupdate.com  Se¢ wlse., Bicnnial Review Reporr and Order. a
paras. 18-20 (addressing significant impacts. ¢ g . development cycles ofvehicles. hardware and technology
programs. which would be mitigated bv reasonable transition period of five years for elimination of Commission
requirement for analog compatibility standard).

28
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74. Automatic Crash Notification (ACN). ACN functionality allows for the transmission of crash
information {i.e.. whether the vehicle rolled over. the measured deceleration of the vehicle at the time of
the crash. the principal direction of force) to the telematics provider. and possibly to emergency
responders. We seek comment on what, ifany. role the Commission should play regarding delivery of
ACN data from telematics providers. We note that requiringdelivery of ACN to PSAPs may pose
significant problems of technical feasibility and implementation not only with regard to the current state
of ACN. but also with regard to the current capabilits of many PSAPs that are nor vet even read! to
handle and process Phase | and Phase Il data. We seeh comimnent on these technical difficulties.

75. In addition. with the latest ACN technolopies yet to occur. we realize thet direct delivery of
emergency location and other information may be achieved only afrer affected parties agree 1t is
technically and operationally feasible. The prospect of Advanced Automatic Crash Notification (AACN)
in the near term also may pose additional issues that we need to consider.'™ We seek comment on all
aspects o f potentially extending our Z91 1 rules to include required delivers of ACN data by 1efematics
providers to PSAPs

76. Legal Authoritv. We ask commenters to address the legal authorit! otthe Commission to
place basic and enhanced 91 | requirerients. or similar requirements. on telematics service providers. both
for telematics-based emergency communication services and resold mobile voice senice. We also invite
comment on the Commission's authority to impose requirements needed to deliver enhanced 91! | service
on equipment manufacturers.

77. We seek comment on the particular application of the statutory authority on teleniatics
providers.l&’ Specifically. the authority the Commission has pursuant to section —01{b) ofthe
Communications Act of 1934. as amended {tlie Act),m extends to commercial niobile services by
operation Of section 332 ofthe Act."”® “Commercial mobile service™ is defined s "any mobile service
(as defined in section (3) that is provided for profit and makes interconnected service available (A) to the
public or (B)to such class of eligible users as to be effectively available to a substantial ponion of the
public."'39 Therefore, at least, insofar as telematics service providers offer a mouile service to the public
for poit  or offera functionally equivalent service to the public. it appears that they are to be treated as a
commercial mobile service provider."" Currently. the Commission's rules require {icensees to comply
with its E91 | requirements.” We ask commenters to address whether n e should extend these
requirements to telematics services providers and what criteria we should adopt to apply them.

78. We next seek comment on whether the $// Acr can be read to include telematics service

"85 |n the Maner of Year 2000 Biennial Regulatory Revieu — Arendnienr of Pan22 of the Commission's Rules to
Modify or Eliminate Qutdate Rules Affecting the Cellular Radiotelephone Service and orher Commercial Mobile
Radio Services, WT Docket No. 01-108, Ex Purie Letterio M. Donch. Secretary. Fecderal Communications
Commission from J. Cooney et al.. General Moiors Satety Communications (Aup 1. 2402) (conceminp the planned
deployment of AACN, based on AMPS, inselccied OnStar equipped 2004 model vehicles).

' See infra Resold Cellular and PCS Service. Il B (para 96)

87347 U.S.C § 201(b) (providing that the Commission “may prescribe such rules and reaulations as it deems
necessary in carrying out the provisions of [the Telecommunicarions) Act.").

188 47 U.S.C § 332 (stating rhar providersof commercial mobile services are 1o be treaied a5 common carriers fo;
purposes of section 201)

747 U.S.C.§ 532X 1).
" See infra Resold Cellular and PCS Service. lI[ B 4 (para 96).
"' 47 C.F.R. §§ 20.18 (b)-(i)
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providers."™' Inthe ¥// Act, Congress stated that its purpose in adopting the Act was to encourage and
facilitate the prompt deployment of a seamless. ubiquitous. and reliable end-to-end infrastructure for
communications to meet the Nation's public safery and other communications needs.” Congress found
that emerging technologies could be a critical component of such an end-to-end infrastructure.'”’ We
seek comment on whether the %// Act provides a jurisdictional basis for requiring compliance with our
E911 rules or other similar requirements by telematics service providers.

79. Concerning equipment manufacturers. we note that tlie Commission nas previously used the
authority granted by Sections 13 | aiid 124 of Act 10 regulate telecommunications equipiment
manufacturers.'” Tu the extent that either embedded or aftermarket telematics equipment are “customer
premises equipment.” the Commission has jurisdiction to regulate such “instrumentalities” based on
sections 151 and 154.'" We seek comment on our jurisdictional basis for requiring manufacturers o f
such equipment to comply with our E9 11 rules. by requiring them. for example, to ensure that their
equipment is capable of delivering call-back and location information to the appropriate PSAP."

SO. fu addition. we scek comment on what hmitations might exist on the Conunission s authority
io impose requirements (1) on telematics service providers tor [lie purpose ot ensuring that their
subscribers can have either 9 11-dialeq calls or telematics-based emergency communications delivered to
the appropriate local emergency authority. and (2) for ensuring compliance with the requirements of the
Commission's E91 1 Phase land Phase Il Rules.

3 Multi-Line Telephone Systems

8!. Summary Below, we seek comment on whether we should require multi-line systems.
including wireline. wireless and Internet Protocol-based systems, to deliver call-back and location
information. In this regard, we seek comment on the appropriate role for tlie Commission in this matter.
We then seek comment on various proposals that have been brought to our attention by interested parties.

82. Background. A key feature of multi-line systems is that they allow multi-line businesses and
multi-tenant building managers to align their external telecommunications traffic needs with demand from
their internal users. uhich eliminates the need for an external line for each telephone within their
operation. As such. while each telephone w ithin the organization has a unique telephone number that the
multi-line systems recognizes for directing internal traffic and inbound external calk. outbound external
calls may not have a unique telephone number since [he%é/vould be carried over 'iues capable of being
used by any telephone set within the multi-line systems. Over time these systems have developed to
include wireless systems and IP-based private networks.

83. The Commission initially sought comment on whether to require mul*i-line systems to

* 917 Act. Pub. L.NoO 106-81, 113 Stat. 1286.

47 U.5.C § 615 note (emphasis added).

" Sew id

19547 USC 131(a). 47 US.C. 154 (i) Seeeg . 47 C FR Pan68
" Sce infra Multi-Line Tclcphone Systems. M1 B.5 (para 91},

""" We also note that Section 233 requires that customer premises equipment be accessible and usable bv individuals
with disabilities. if readily achievable See47 U.SC § 233(h)

"™ Calls made from outside the multi-line systems to persons in ihe multi-line Systems arc made to the unique
number assigned to that person in rhr multi-line syvsiems and are directed accordingly.
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comply with our Part 68 rules in 1994." In the 1994 Notice. the Commission sought comment on a
range of issues. including:

(1) the multi-line systems technical standards needed to ensure compatibility with the
E91 I network;

{2) the extent to which each telephone station should be capable o f being identified:

(3) whether attendant notification capabilits should be required of each multi-line
system:

(4)  whether verification procedures are needed to ensure the proper functioning ofa
multi-line systems owner’s E91 | capability:

{3) whether current database management arrangements concerning the accuracy and
timely transmission of AL | are adequate:

(6} whether standards are needed lor information transmitted o be displayed on a
PSAP attendant’s screen.

(7% whether standards are needed regarding dircct multi-line vstems aceess to the AL
database.

(8)  what services should incumbent LECs provide to ensure multi-line syvstems
connection swith the EQ1 | network:

(9) privacy and liability issues: and

(10) issuesregarding access for people with disabilities

84. As the Commission discussed in the /994 Notice. some state and local governmeitts have
passed regulations and ordinances that require multi-line systems equipment t~ be compatible with the
911 systems deployed in the given state or locality.”™ Based on an informal staff survey o f state
regulations. it appears that seven states or similar jurisdictions have regulations requiring the delivery o f
call back and location information by multi-line systems."* Eleven states have passed legislation that
provides municipalities with authority to adopt specific E911 rf:quirf:mems.203 We note. however. that a
large number of states apparently have yet to adopt E91 | regulations for multi-line systems.

85. Organizations such as National Emergency Number Association (NENA) have provided
critical suppon to assist manufacturers. states. and telecommunications providers develop “best practices"
and technical standards to assist in developing E9 I I-capable multi-line system.™"" Furtherimore,
manufacturers such as Proctor. Teltronics. and Truecomm have developed equipment that is capable of
providing some form of call-back or location information through either new PBXs or add-ons to retrofit
existing PBXs. " These private associations and entities have fostered the development of a market for
multi-line systems that provide critical E91 | callback and location information in the absence of a federal

" Revisionofthe Commission’s Rules io Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 91 | Emergency Calling Systems.
Notice of Propused Rulemaking, 9 FCC Red 6170 (1994) (/994 Notice). More specifically, in thai Notice the
Commission only considered PBX sysiems. Wc seek comment on the broader category of muli-line systems in this
proceeding io address these similarly-situated services.

** 1994 Notce, 9 FCC Red. at 6177 para |1

1 The fellowing states have adopted legislation thai requires some form ofcallback and Incation information
requirements for multi-line telephone systems: Colorado. lllinois. Kentucky. Mississippi, Texas, Vermont. and
Washington. Our count ofthe number of states with regulations includes the District of Columbia and Pueno Rico.

** These states are: Alabama. Alaska. Idaho. Kansas. Maine. Mississippi. Missouri, Nevada. New Hampshire. New
Jersey. and Washingaton.

" See <http://www.nena.org> (visited Oct. 2. 2002)

™ See <hutp://www proctronic.com> (visited Oct 2. 2002): <http: ‘www teltronic.com: (visited Oct. 2. 2002);

<hitp:/fwww.truecom.com> (visited Ocr. 2. 2042,
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directive

86. Discussion. We reiterate here our previous conclusion that the delivery of accurate location
information and callback numbers is vital for a local emergency response service to be effective and is
clearly inthe public interest. We are aware that public safety representatives have concerns that callback
and individual station location information is not automatically available today when 911 calls are made
froin behind multi-line systems and from individual stations in IP-based private network. Inthe absence
of requirements from either federal. state. or local governments, however. some entities may opt not to
deploy the updates to their multi-line systems necessarv 1o provide the prompt delivery of accurate
callback and location information. There also may well be technical issues involved in providing such
information trom IP-based private networks. We are seehing comment both specifically and generally on
w hether the Commission should he taking action on these issues.

87. We first seek comment ont whether actions by state and local governments. asseciations. aiid
private entities have adequately developed reculations. best practices. and devices that are capable ot
providing callbach and location intormation for multi-lime systems It commenters believe that state and
local governments and the private sector actions are not sufticient. we ash that they propose actions that
this Commission could take to faciliteie the deployment of multi-line systems that are capable of
delivering call-hack and location information to PSAPs. Ifcommenters contend that a lack of uniformity
in state regulations presents a problem that must be solved by overlaving a federal standard. we seek
specific comment on how best to clarify such a federal standard.”"" As the Commission has noted in other
proceedings, because o fthe local nature of a majority of emergency calls, states and localities have an
important role to play in developing policies Concerning 91 1 calls.™ Individual state and local
communities may be better able to determine their E9 || needs and tailor their laws Io better reflect the
needs of the particular communities that they affect.""' We also seek comment on whether rhere are any
workplace safety regulations or regulations o f other agencies, state or federal. that should affect our
consideration of access to emergency services from multi-line systems. Commenters can also address the
Model Legislation proposed by NENA; as well as a consensus proposal put forward by the "EG1 |
Consensus Group.”EOB

88. NENA Model Legislation: NENA has proposed model legislation that would allow states.
through state legislation. to adopt many ofthe standards and protocol associated with delivering E91 |
services through multi-line systems."™ Their proposal recognizes that states should establish their own
E91| standards to accommodate the introduction of new technologies.”“ NEMNA’s model legislation
would have the Commission modify portions of its Part 68 rules to codify certatn changes and encourage

08

See ¢ g, GE Comments at 13-14

* policies and Rules Concerning Operator Service Providers. CC Docket No 90-313, Reponand Order, 6 FCC
Rcd. 2744 para. 69 (1991) (TOCSIA}

3" We note that in the TQCS/A proceeding the Commission ultimately adopted a minimum federal standard that it
limited by explicitly statingihat the standard was not intended to preempt any state requirements. TOC'SI.4 .6 FCC
Red at 2744 para. 69.

2u8

The E91 | Consensus Group consist of representatives from National Emergency Number Association (NENA),
Association of Public-Safety Communications Officials — International.Inc. (APCO). National Association of State
G-1-1 Administrators, Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee. and MultiMediz delecommunications
Association.

" See NENA Technical tnformation Document on Model Legisiation Enhanced Y-1-1 Mult:-line Telephone
Sistems. available at <http://www nena.org> (visited Oct. 2. 2002) (NENA Model E91] Legisiation)

" Seeid at§ 6

(93]
[
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industry to develop generally applicable standards for states to adopt.!"* We welcome coniment on the
specific aspects of the NENA AModel Legisiaiion. Inconsidering their proposal. we encourage
commenters to discuss the technical and operational feasibility o f multi-line systems being able to comply
with their proposal. We also encourage commenters to address tlie implementation schedule as set out in
the NENA Model Legislation

89. E911 Consensus Grotto Proposal: In April 1997. the Commission sought coniment on a
consensus proposal regarding multi-line systems aiid delivery of call-back and Jocation information to an
appropriate PSAP." ' Three commenters responded. only one of which was not pan of the E91 |
Consensus Group.“" While tlie commenters agreed that the Censenrsis Proposal was a reasonable
approach. we seek to refresh the record of that proceeding and below outline th2 contents of that
proposal.”™'

G0. The E91 | Consensus Group put forth a comprehensive plan that would require multi-line
systemns operators to comply with certain requirements for the dehivery of AN and ALL 1o an appropriate
PSAP. The Cousensus Proposal. if adopted. would be implemented by the Commission and would
preempt inconsistent state and local regulations -7 The proposal recognizes the ditterent uses for multi-
line systems. such as business multi-l*ae svstems. shared residential multi-line s¥stems. and hotels and
motels and proposes differing requirements for these s_\'stems.”“ The proposal also 1ddresses issues
concerning compliance dates. technical capabilities. exemptions. wavers. and dialing patierns. We
welcome coniment on the specific aspects of the Censensus Propasal. not necessar.lv mentioned Ihere.
e.g., requirements for assigning a unique ANI/ALI for each 40.000 square feet in a building and
implementation schedules."™

91. Legal Aurhority: We also seek comment. generally, on the Commission’s authority to require
compliance with its E911 rules by manufacturers of multi-line systems. Section 151 ofthe Act grants the
Commission broad authority to regulate the facilities used in conjunction with praviding interstate
communications and enumerates specifically that such authority extends to replation of these facilities
“for the purpose of promoting safety of life and property through the use of wire and radio
communications "*"* Moreover, section 154 states that "'the Commission may nerform any and all acts.
make such rules and regulations. and issue such orders. not inconststent with this Act. as may be
necessary in the execution Of its functions.”*"" Wc note that the Commission has previcusly used the

! See id at § 6. lllinois has adopred a statute that appears 1o he modeled on the NENA proposal. 50 111. Comp
Stat. § 750.

2 See Letter from James S. Blaszak, Counsel for the Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Group. to William F.
Caton. Acting Secretary. FederalCommunications Commission (Apr. 1, 1997){(Consensus Proposafl). The

Consensus Agreement is available on the Commission’s website at
<hntp://eullfoss2 fec.goviprodecfsicomsrch v2 cer> See wlso NENA Technical Informuation Document on Model

Legisiaiion. Enhanced 9-7-1 AMulti-line Telephone Svstems. available at <htip://www.nena.ore> (visited Oct. 2.
2002) (NENA Model E91T Legislation)

“* Sec comments of Lucent Technologies Inc
" 8¢ comments of Lucent Technologies Inc. at 2
* See Consensus Proposal at 2, 5

“1* see gemerally Conyensus Proposal. For example. some business users have convered their multi-line Systems o
IP relephony-enabled systems.

U See supran 212,
Y47 US.C § 151 a)
4T US.CO§ 134030,

LN
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authority granted by these sections to regulate telecommunications equipment manufacturers.
Additionally. to the extent that multi-line systems are “"customer premises equipinent." the Commission
hasjurisdiction to regulate such “instrumentalities” based on sections 151 and 154.”" We seek comment
on ourjurisdictional basis for possibly requiring telecommunications equipment manufacturers to comply
with our E911 rules {(e.g., requiring manufacturers of multi-line systems to ensure :hat their equipment is
capable of delivering call-back. and location information to the appropriate PSAP).

4. Resold Cellular and PCS Service

92. Summarv. We next sech comment on any issues that arise when consumers buy service from
caniers arid other service probiders that resetl minutes of use on taciliries-based wireless carriers-
networks. In particular. we seek comment 0n whether we should impose our 911 requirements or similar
requirements. on resellers. We also seeh comment on whether we should mpose a more express
obligation on either the reseller or the underlyving licensee tu ensure compliance with our E911 rules in
these situations.

G3. Backoround. Resellers offer w ireless voice service to consumers by purchasing airtime at
wholesale rates from facilities-based providers and reselling 1t at retail prices.”" 7 he Commisston’s E91 |
rules do not apply directly to resellers. rather they only directly apply to licensees. Thus. in a resale
situation. the underlying facilities-based licensee is obligated to deploy E91 | capabilities in the network
used by the reseller. As of 2001, the resale sector accounted for approximately five percent of all mobile
telephone subscribers.'*

94. Discussion. We seek comment on whether resellers meet the genera' criteria we set out
. - 22 .
above and therefore should be required to provide access to E911.** We also seek comment on possible
obstacles that resellers face in ensuring the delivery of basic and E9 I services.

95. We also seek comment on whether we should impose a more expt 2ss obligation on either the
reseller or the underlying licensee to ensure compliance with our E91 I rules in thesz situations. Currently
our rules squarely place E91 I compliance on the /icensee. When the Commission had in place rules
governing resale of CMRS. it refrained from imposing specific obligations concerring the agreements

' Seceg, 47 CFR pt 68 Seealso Revision of the Commission’s Rules to Ensure Compatibility With Enhanced
91| Emergency Calling Systems, CC Docker No.94-102. RM 8143, Second Report and Order, 14 FCC Red. 10954
(1999) (requiring handset manufacturersto incorporate procedures itto the handset to recognize when a 9- 1- 1 call is
made and to override any programming in the mobile unit that may prevenr that call from tetng carried by another
carrier) (codified at 47 C.F.R. § 22.921).

**! Section |3 | stares that the Commission 1s to exercise its authority to promote “safet;, of life aiid propeny through
the use of wire and radio communications..' See 47 U SC § 151. Section 153 (33) defines "radio communication"
as "transmission by radio of writing, signs. signals. pictures and sounds of all kinds. includingall instrumentalities,
facilities, apparatus. and services ... incidental to such transmission. Sce 47 U.SC. § 133(33). Section 1535 (32)
defines "'wire communication™ as “‘transmission of writing. signs. sienals. pictures and sounds of all kinds by aid of
wire. cable. or other like connection between the points of oripin and reception of such transmission. including all
mstrumentalities. facilities, apparatus. and services ... incidental 1o such transmission. See 47 U.S.C. § 133(52).
See also. Computer and Communications Indusirny Associunony FCC. 693 F.2d 198.213(D C. Cir 1982), cert.
denied Lontsiana Public Service Comniissiony FCC, 4611 S.938 (1983) (holding that the Commission had
ancillaryjurisdiction over customer premises equipment based on S| and the definition of wire and radio
comumunication)

= See Seventh Repori on Wireless Competition at 20
= See id.

B See supru para 13
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between resellers and facilities-based CMRS providers. Rather. the Commission only required that
similarly situated customers receive similar pricing. terms. and conditions. and that the facilities-based
CMRS provider not directly or indirectly restrict resale.”™ We seek comment on whether we should
require the reseller of cellular and PCS senice to ensure compliance with our basic and enhanced 91 |
rules should we decide to extend our rules to these providers. Alternatively. we could require the
underlying facilities-based licensee to ensure that its resellers offer basic and E91| senice compatible
with its method o f providing these services. In discussing upon whom the obligation should be placed.
commenters are encouraged to discuss operational issues that may arise. For example. it the obligation is
placed on the underlying facilities-based licensee. and that licensee has chosen to meet 1ts ¢bligation
through deploying a handset-based solution. should the reseller's handsets be counted towards the
licensee's compliance obligations as derailed in our rules?™° hloreover. cominenters sliould discuss how
these issues are currently resolved between the parties. For example. does the underlying licensee require
the reseller to inform its customers that it. the reseller. is whollyv responsible for providing E91 | service?

96. Legal Authoruy aid Implemeniation Iysiies. We next reeh comment or our authorits tu
require compliance with the E91 1 rules by wireless resellers. The Commission has jurisdiction over
interstate telecommunications and the providers of such services ™" Specifically. section 201(b) provides
that the Commission “may prescribe such rules and regulations as it deems necessary in carrying out the
provisions of [the Communications] Act.""""" Such authority extends to commercial mobile services by
operation of section 332 of the Act.”” That section states that providers of coinmercial mobile services
are to be treated as common can-iers for purposes oOf section 20|, and section 332 prohibits the
Commission from specifying any provision of section 20 | as inappli(:r:tblte.y0 Further. as the definition of
"private mobile wireless™ indicates. even private mobile service providers are to he treated as commercial
mobile service providers to the extent that the services they offer fit within the definition of commercial
mobile service.""" "Commercial mobile service" is defined as ""any mobile service (as defined in section
3) that is provided for profit and makes interconnected service available (A) to the public or (B) to such
class of eligible users as to be effectively available to a substantial portion ofthe public."'; Therefore. to
the extent that wireless resellers offer their mobile service to the public for profit or offer a functionally
equivalent service to the public. they are to he treated. as section 332(c)(|) requires. as a common carrier.
As such, the Commission hasjurisdiction to require compliance with our E91 | rule:.  We seek comment
on this analysis of our jurisdictional basis for possibly requiring wireless resellers of CMRS to comply
with our E91| rules, We also note that currently our rules clearly state that ficensecs are required to
comply with our E91 I requirements.””" Should the Commission extend these requirements to resellers as
well?

97. Lastly, we seeh comment on developing appropriate time frames for compliance should we

22* See Interconnection and Resale Obligations Pertaininz to Commercial Mobile Radio Services. Firsi Report and
Order. CC Docket No 94-54, 11 FCC Red 18435, 58-39 paras. [2-14.

47 CF.R §20.18(2).
7747 US.C. § 201.
A7 U.S.C §201¢b).
~*47 US.C§332.
a7 USC §3320eH ).

N

o R, - L . L . » . . .
47 U.SC §332{d¥3) "Private mobile service™ i1s defined as “any service that 1s not a commercial mobile
seTvice or sts functional equivalenr

47 US.C. § 332(d)(1.
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decide to include resellers in our E91 1 rules. Given tlie fact that many. if not all resellers currentls offer
some level 0f9! | service to their customers. and that their service offerings to the public rely on the
network of licensees that are required toc comply with our ES1 | rules. we believe that should we decide to
impose requirements on resellers to comply with our rules. only a short transition appears necessary. We
also recognize, however, that a reseller's ability to comply with our rules is directly related to the
underlying licensee’s compliance. We therefore seek comment on whether it would be more appropriate
for the Commission to clarify that while resellers are obligated to provide E91 | service to their customers.
thty are only oblipated to the extent that the underlving licensee has met its oblization.

B. Pre-paid Calling

98. Ssummary. Inthis section. we seek comment on whether there is any need to impose any new
requirements to access to €meTgency services by consumers of pre-paid offerings. As witli resold service.
the underlying licensee is subject to 2ur basic and enhanced 91 | rules.”' We seek comment on whether
we should mipose E91 | requirements directly on pre-paid calling providers that 2re not also licensees.
and whether tlie underlving licensee should he required to ensure compliance with our E9Q1 | rules by the
prc-paid calling provider.

99. Backeround. Pre-paid service. incontrast to post-paid service. requires customers to pay for
a fixed amount o f wireless service minutes prior to making calls.""" There are two sets o f providers in this
arrangement. CMRS providers primarily offering post-paid calling plans: and independent third parties.
For example, Verizon Wireless offers both a post-paid option and a pre-paid option.m Additionally.
independent third parties offer customers pre-paid calling cards for use on the “¥ireless networks of Sprint
PCS, AT&T, and Verizon, for example, through retail locations such as 7-11. Analysts estimate that
approximately 8 to 10 percent of wireless phone users in the U.S. subscribed to pre-paid plans in 2001.*"

100. Discussion. The same issues that arise inthe context of resolc cellular and PCS service
also relate to pre-paid calling, and we encourage cominenters to address those issues. For example, as
with resellers, independent pre-paid calling providers offer service over an ungeriying licensee's network.
We first ask commenters to inform our understanding o fhow the provision of 1ccessto 911 service is
currently resolved between the parties. Therefore. the question also arises in this context as to how best to
structure the obligation to ensure compliance with our rules: do we obligate the provider of tlie pre-paid
calling plan or the underlying licensee. We also ash commenters generally about how best to structure
E91 I obligations in this context. Inaddition. we seek comment on whether we reed 10 address these
issues any differently when tne pre-paid calling provider is the underlying hicensee or affiliate. as opposed
to an independent entity.

101.  Legal Authority and Implementation Issues. As with resellers. many independent pre-
paid calling service providers offer some level of 91 | service to their customers. and their service
offerings rely on the nehvork of carriers that are required to comply with our ES1 | rules. Moreover. the
ability of a pre-paid calling service provider to comply with our rules is directly related to the underlying
facilities-based licensee's compliance. We therefore seeh comment on whether it would be more
appropriate for the Commission to clarify that while indrpendcnt pre-paid cz2iting service providers are
obligated to provide E91 1 service to their customers. they arc only obligated 10 the exIent that the
underlying licensee has met its obligation

=" See 47 C.F.R. §20.18(a).

R . - . . A i . . .
Scventh Report on Wirelesy Competitiens ai 30 In addition therr is tvpically a need to ¢ brain a handset that is
compatible with a particular pre-paid caltiny provider’s service

-

* See <hmp Ywww freeup.com/> (visited Nov, 12, 2002}

ERS]
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102. Finally. we seeh comment on developing appropriate time frames for compliance should
we decide to include pre-paid calling senice providers in our E91 I rules. As with resellers. we believe
that should we decide to require pre-paid calling service providers to comply with our rules. only a short
transition appears necessary

6. Disposable Phones

103.  Summarv. We next seeh comment on tlic provision of access to emergency services by
consumers who purchase disposable mobile handsets. As a new product offering. tlie Commission has
little information on ihese devices and below we encourage commenters. among other things, to provide
us information on these handsets and the senices thev use.

104. Backeround. Disposable mobile handsets are low cost and etther recyvelable.
rechargeable or disposable once the aliotied airtime is used ~™ The lower cost and simpliciry of use are
achieved by lmiting the features available on the handset. tor instance the Hop-Oii disposable phone
offers voice recognition dialin: 1nstead of kevpad dialin.”™  Some of these phones il ondy ofter
outbound calling. while others will allow customers to receive calls as well.”™ The voice service un these
phones. in some instances. will be resnld service."* Estimates are that companies will offer the handsets
with approximately 60 minutes o fatrtime for approximately $30.7" Some marketing material on Hop-
On’s website indicates that they will distribute their phones through retail outlets. and will offer volume
discounts to encourage their use as gifts at. for example. trade shows and corporate functions.”™"
Apparently. however, such phones are not currently being offered on a widespiead basis.""'

105. Discussion. We begin by asking commenters to provide us with estimates on when these
handsets may become available to consumers.””" We next ask whether these phones, like resold offerings.
are subscribed to a licensee's service. We also ask commenters to inform our tecinical understanding of
this product. For example, we seek comment on whether tlie disposable mobile handsets that are coming
to market will he capable of providing callback information. Commenters sliould also address whether
such handsets will be able to provide location information. |f callback and location information are not
currently part o fthe design of these handsets. we ask commenters to address the te:hnical and economic
feasibility ofrequiring disposable mobile handsels to comply with these rules. Indiscussing the
economics of compliance. we also encourage comimenters to address whether the public interest in having
E91 I-capable handsets is outweighed by the utitity ofsuch devices. sliould it be economicall) infeasible
for them to comply with our rules.”" Additionally. we encourage commenters 1o address whether
disposable phones should fall within the scope ofour "all-calls" rule. which requires tlie forwarding o fall

-** See Jay Wrolsrad, Start-up Pitches Disposable Aobilc Phones. Wireless NewsFactor,
<http://www.wirelessnewsfactor com/perlistory/8181.html> (visired July 29. 2002). On July 25. 2002. the
Commission approved Hop-On's CDMA-compatible disposable phone for use

9 See <hnp://www. hoponwireless.com/index.himl™ (visited Nov. 19.2002).

W e id. (visired Nov. 19. 2002).

*41 See supra para. 93 See also <http:/iwww hoponwireless.com/index.himl> (visited Nov. 19. 2002).
1 See Jay Wrolstad, Start-up Pitches Disposabic Mobile Phones. Hireless NewsFactor,

<htup:/‘www wirelessnewsfactor.com/perl/story/818 |.htmi> (visited July 29, 2002).

" See « http~//www hoponwireless com/businessops.himl|> (visited Nov. 1?.2002).

“* See Michelle Singletary. The Color of Moner. Washington Post. Nov. 7. 2002, at E3 {indicating that disposable
phone offerings have been delaved due to technical chanues and production problems).

Zlfld
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See generally, £97 1 First Reporr and Order. | 1 FCC Red ar 18676
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911 calls to a PSAP. regardless ofwhether tlic handset has a subscription with a mobile wireless
carrier.'**

106.  Legul Authority and Implementation Issues. We also ash commenters to address the legal
authority of the Conimission to place basic and enhanced 91 | requirements on manufacturers of
disposahlc mobile handsets. In particular, we seek comment on whether requirir,g niobile w ireless senice
providers to ensure that the handsels used to access their networks comply with our rules is sutficient or
whether we should place an affirmative duty on the manutacturers of these handsets.” Should we
determine that the service provider should be required to comply with our rules. vie seck comment on
whether. as we discussed above, the reseller or the licensee. should he required to ensure compliance_“”

In addition. to the extent that these handsets are capable of delivering callback ond location information.
we seeh comment on how best to establish time frames for compliance with our ES1 1 rules.

7. Automated Maritime Telecommunications Systems (AMTS)

107, Summary. We next seek comment on whether AMTS hcensees should be required. like
VHF Puhlic Coast Carrier licensees. Lo comply with our basic and enhanced 91 1 rules “to the extent that
they offer land-based real-time rw-way switched voice service thar is interconnected to the public
switched network.”™"

108. Backeround. An AMTS is a specialized svstem ot coast stations providiiig integrated and
interconnected marine voice and data comniunications. somewhat like a cellular phone system. for rugs.
barges, and other vessels on waterways."* In 1997. the Cornmission adopted an Order that permitted
VHF Puhlic Coast licensees. including AMTS licensees. to provide land-hased users with more services
so that they would be better able to ""compete against other CMRS providers, such 1s cellular. PCS. and
SMR.”* At that time. the Commission did not address whether these licensees should be included
within the scope of our E91 I rules.*™

109. Discussion. We first seek comment on whether the customers o' AMTS carriers have an
espectation Of being able 1o reach 911 emergency service personnel. In this regard. we seek comment on
whether. as we did in deciding that VHF Public Coast Station licensees must comply with our 911 rules.
we should limit such a requirement to the fand-hused ponion of AMTS providers' two-way switched
voice service offerings. as there may be a clearer expectation with reeards to lana-based services.™ In

7 See 47 C.F.R.§ 10 18(b)

% See supra para. 91

™ See supra para 95.

** Se¢ Implementanion 0f911 Aci. The Use of** | | Codes and Other Abbreviated Dhaiing Arrangements. Fifth

Report and Order. CC DocheiNo. 92-105. First Report and Order. WT Docket No. 00- 110. Memorancium Opinion
and Order on Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 92-105. WT Dockei No 00-110. 16 FCC Red. 22264 (2001).

1 See Amendment of Pans 2 and 80 of the Comimission’s Rules Applicable io Automated Maritime
Telecommunications Systems (AMTS). £irst Reporr and Order. RM-3712.6 FCC Rcd 437 para 3 {1991)

*** Se¢ Amendment ofthe Commission's Rules Concerning Mariume Communications, Second Report and Order
und Second Furiher Notice of Proposed Rule Making. PR Docket No. 92-257, 12 FCC Red 16949, 16964-65 paras.
24-26(1997): see also 47 C.IF.R. § 80.123.

¥ See also. Amendment ofthe Commission's Rules Concerning Maritime Communications. Sccond Memorandum
Opinion and Order and Fifih Report and Order. PR Docket No 92-257 |7 FCCRcd 6685. 670; n |7] (2002
{(stating “fn]etther rhe Fitth RKO nor the present item addresses w hether our 91+ and enhanced 911 (E911)
requirements apply or should apply to AMTS operations)

Y VHF Memorandum Opinion. 16 FCC Red ai 22286 para. 39.



Federal Communications Commission FCC 02-326

the I'HF Memorandum Opinion, the Commission relied on the fact that for maritime services. both VPC
and AMTS. there exists well-established emergency response systems that user of maritime services are
familiar with and that comply with internationally mandated maritime communications safety
standards.'"

110.  Lastly, assuming we decide to require compliance by AMTS carriers, we seek comment
on the general time frames for deployment o f E91! capabilities. In this regard, we ask commenters to
address the technical and operational capabilities ofthese providers to deliver callback and location
information.

8. Emerging Senices and Devices

I11.  We seek comment generally on emergency access issues with respect io any other voice
senices and devices that are not meationed above.

112.  We are currently aware that carniers have begun marketing Personal Data Assistants
(PDA) with voice capabilities. To the extent that these devices tunction as CMKS carrier handsets. we
see no reason why such devices would not be required to comply with the Commission’s 91 | and E91 |
rules. Nor do we see any reason why purchasers of these devices would not expect to have access to 91 |
and E911 services. We seek comment 0n any obstacles CMRS providers may confront with assuring
these devices provide access to 911 service.

113. We also seek comment on other new technological platforms. For example. services
such as IP Telephony are not widely deployed. but may ultimately be relevant to ur E9I | policies. The
Commission recently received an independent report prepared by Dale Hatfield on various technical
issues related to the deployment o f E91 1.7>% As pan ofthat repon. Dr. Hatfield identifies potential
technical issues that may arise with voice delivered using the Internet Protocol {VolP) communicating the
necessary call-back and location information to PSAPs. We seek comment on th= extent to which
significant issues exist with regard to the access to 91 | and E91 I capabilities by consumers using newly
developing communications platforms such as {P Telephony. and what. ifany, role the Commission
should take regarding any such issues."™ In this regard. we appreciate the many benefits that new
technologies bring to the public in terms of increased access and oppoertuntties for all Americans. Our
regulatory policies are designed to continue to encourage the development of these capabilities. while also
enhancing public safety.

114. We also ask commenters to discuss tlie potential for these and other devices to act as a
means o f providing access to emergency services for individuals with speech ard hearing disabilities.

115. Finally, we seek comment on whether and how the Commission could structure its E911
rules or similar requirements to encourage entry for these and other new devices, while taking into
account the important public safety concerns relevant to our E911 policies. We 2ncourage commenters 10
consider whether a rapidly evolving telecommunications market is best served by neriodic rulemakings
focused on a service-by-service analysis such as tlie one detailed above. or whether s.ch markets could
benefit from rules of more general applicability with parties seeking reliefthrough other Commission

7 See i See also Liz Chapman. Coast Guard's Rescue 21 Svstem 1o be Maritime 911, available at
~htp//www bangomews.com/editorialnews/article cfm?ID=74330&
byline=LizChapman& cname=5tatewide & section=Hancock & ri=10AM> (visited Oct. 11. 2002)

= Sec generalhy Dale N. Hatfield, 4 Reporr on Technical und Operations Issues Impacting the Provision of
Wireless Enhanced E911 Services, Public Notice. DA 02-2666 (Heufield Report).

**'SeeComments of NENA, APCO, and NASNA on Hatfield Reponat 6
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procedures such as waivers or petitions for claritication
V. PROCEDURAL INFORMATION
A. Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

116. As required by the Regulatory Flexibility Act. see 5 U.S.C. § 603. the Commission has
prepared an Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analyvsis ("IRFA™) of the possible sigr.ificant economic impact
on small entities o fthe proposals suguested i this Fiurther Norice  The IRFA is set torth in Appendix B
Written public comments are requested on the IRFA. These comments must be filed in accordance with
rhc same filing deadlines as comments filed in this Furtier Nence, and must have a separate and distinct
headine designating them as responses to the IKFA.

B. Paperwork Reduction .Analysis

117 This Further Notice contaims potential new or revised information collecnions  As part of
the Comnussion’s contmuing effort to reduce paperwork burdens, we will ¢stablish. through Federaf
Regisier publication. a period for public coniment on these burdens. as required by the Paperwork
Reduction Act o f 1995"** when the final rules are adopted and more specific data is available as to which
services will be affected by what regulations. The Comniission will consider these comments before the
final rules become effective and before the Commission seceks OMB approval lor these burdens.

C. Ex Parte Presentations

118. This is a permit-but-disclose notice and comment rule making proceeding. Members of
the public are advised that ex pane presentations are permitted, except during the Sunshine Agenda
period. provided they are disclosed under the Commission's Rules.™"

D. Comment Dates

119  Pursvant to Sections 1.415 and | 419 of the Commission's Rules. 47 C.F R. §§ 1.415 and
1.419. interested parties may tile comments on or before February 3, 2003 and reply comments on or
before February 28, 2003. Comments ma! he filed using the Commission's Electronic Comment Filing
System (ECFS) or by filing paper copies.

120. Comments filed through the ECFS can be sent as an electronic file via the Internet to
http:/fwww foe govie-file/ecfs.htmi. Generally. only one copy of an electronic submisston must be filed.
If multiple docket or rulemaking numbers appear in the caption of this proceeding. however. commenters
must transmit one electronic copy of the comments to each docket or rule makinz number referenced in
the caption. In completing the transmittal screen. comimenters should include their full name. U.S. Postal
Service inailing address, and the applicable docket or rulemaking number. Parties may also submit an
electronic comment by Internet e-mail. To get filing instructions for e-ma.i comments. commenters
should send an E-mail to ecfs(@fcc.gov, and should including the following words in the body of the
message. "get form <your e-mail address>." A sample form and directions will be sent in reply.

5
121, Pparties who choose to file by paper must file an original and four copirs of each filing. If
more than one docket or rule making number appear in the caption of this proceeding, commenters must

submit two additional copies for each additional docket or rule making numher. Filines can be sent by
hand or messenger delivery. by commercial avernight courier. or by first-class or overnicht U.S. Postal

* See Pub. L. No. 104-13.
" Sec generally 47 CFR.§§ 1.1202, 1.1203. 1.1206(a)
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Service mail (although we continue to experience delavs in receiving U.S. Postal Service mail). The
Commission's contractor. Vistronix. Inc., will receive hand-delivered or messenger-delivered paper
filings for the Commission's Secretary at 236 Massachusetts Avenue. N.E.. Suite 110. Washington, DC
20002. The filing hours at this location are 8.00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. All hand deliveries must be held
together with tubber bands or fasteners. Any envelopes must be disposed o f before entering the building.
Commercial overnight mail (other than U.S. Postal Service Express Mail and Prioritv Mail) must be sent
lo 9300 East Hampton Drive. Capitol Heights. MD 20745 U.S. Postal Service first-class mail. Express
Mail, and Priority Mail should be addressed to 4-13 12" Street. SW. Washingon, DC 20554, All filings
must be addressed to the Commission's Secretary. Office of the Secretary. Federal Communications
Commission. Comments and replv coinments will be available for public inspection during regular
business hours in the FCC Reference Center of the Federal Communications Comniission. Room TW-
A306. 445 12th Street. S.W.. Washington. D.C. 203554,

122, Panics who choose ' file by paper should also submit their comments on diskette. These
dishettes should be submitted to the Commuission’s Secretary, Marlene H. Dortea Office ol the Secretary.
Federal Communications Commission. The Commission’s contractor, Vistremix. Inc.. will receive hand-
delivered or messenger-delivered diskette filings for the Commission’s Secrctery at 236 Massachusetts
Avenue. N.E.. Suite 110, Washingtor, DC 20002. The filing hours at this location are 8:00 a.m. to 7:00
p.m. All hand deliveries must be held together with rubber bands or fasteners. Any envelopes must be
disposed of before entering the building. Commercial overnight mail (othei than U.S. Postal Service
Express Mail and Priority Mail) must be sent to 9300 East Hampton Drive, Capitol Heights, MD 20743.
U.S. Postal Service first-class mail, Express Mail. and Priority Mail should be addressed 10: 445 12"
Street. SW. Washington, DC 20554. All filings must be addressed to th> Commission's Secretary,
Office of the Secretary, Federal Communications Commission. Such a submission should be on a 3.5-
inch disketie formatted in an IBM compatible format using Word for Windows or compatible software.
The diskefle should be accompanied by a cover letter and should be submitted in "read only" mode. The
diskette should be clearly labeled with the commenter's name. the docket number nfthis proceeding, type
of pleading (comment or reply comment), date of submission, and the name of the electronic file on the
diskefle. The label should also include the following phrase "Disk Copy - Not an Original." Each
diskefle should contain only one party's pleading. preferably in a single elcctronic file. In addition.
commenters must send diskette copies to the Comimission's cop! contractor. Qualex International. Portals
{1, 445 121th Street, S.W., Room CY-B402. Washington. D.C. 20334,

123,  Accessible formals {computer diskettes. large print. audio rczording and Braille) are
available to persons with disabilities by contacting Brian Millin, of the Ccnsumer & Governmental
Affairs Bureau. at (202)418-7426, TTY (202) 118-7365. or at bmillin/gpfee.gov. This Further Notice can
be downloaded in ASCII Text format at: hup://www fcc.cov/wtb.

E. Further Information

124.  For funher informarion concerning this Furthier Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, contact:
Gregory W. Guice. Attorney Advisor. Policy Division. Wireless Telecommunications Bureau. at (202)
418-0095; David Siehl, Attorney Advisor. Policy Division. Wireless Telecommunications Bureau. at
(202) 418-13 13; or Arthur Lechtman. Aucrney Advisor, Policy Branch. Satellite Division, International
Bureau, at (202) 418-1465.

V. ORDERING CLAUSES

- 25 7 1S ORDERED, that pursuant to Sections [. 4(i). 7. 10. 201, 202 208. 2i4
222d)A)A-(C) 2220, 222(g). 222(h)(1MA). 222()(H)-(5). 251(e)(3). 301. 303. 308. 309¢j). and 310

ofthe Communications Act of 1934. as amended. -17 U.S.C. §§ 151. 134(i). 157. 160, 201. 202. 208. 214.
22AJ(HHAMC), 222(6), 222(g), 222(h )1 X A) 222(h)(4)-(5), -TBI(e)(3). 301. 303. 306. 309(j}. 510, this
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking is hereby ADOPTED.
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126, IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Commission’s Consumer and Governmental
Affairs Bureau. Reference Information Center, SHALL SEND a copy Of this Further Notice of Proposed

Rulemaking. including the Initial Regulatory Flexibilitn Analysis. to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy Of
the Small Business Administration.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Mgbe 7

Marlene H Dortch
Secretan



